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Public Land in Missouri: 
Impact on County and School 
Finances 
Robert H. Hendricks and]. C. Headley 
INTRODUCTION 
The issues associated with payments in lim of taxes deserves careflll and continuous 
consideration. These issues may be too complex and the political considerations too numerous to permit 
the d~elopment and adoption of any clearly defined national policy; but it must be recognized that 
the problems presented by the extension of federal ownership and the limitations on local fiscal 
resources are becoming more urgent. [3 ] 
A continuing policy of land acquisition by public agencies combined with local 
government fiscal problems in which the potential for solution is limited by institutional 
constraints, lend credence to the claim of urgency voiced more than three decades ago . 
There appears to be little doubt that the issue of acquisition and ownership of land by 
government is of considerable interest to a large cross-section of people and special 
interest groups throughout Missouri . While the magnitude of the expression of public 
interest may have some positive relationship to the size of the acquisition, any careful 
examination of media interviews, commentaries, editorials and letters-to-the-editor 
contributions suggest interest in government land purchases regardless of the geographi-
cal size, the purpose for which the land is to be employed, or the level of government 
responsible for the purchase. Conversations with many local government officials, 
farmers and townspeople, and community development and extension personnel support 
the contention that interest is wide-spread. 
While the evidence confirms the existence of widespread interest, more importantly 
it documents the degree of confusion that surrounds the questions related to public land 
ownership and the land acquisition issue. The large number of public agencies owning 
land, the profusion oflaw defining intergovernmental relationships, and the acceptance 
and proliferation of emotion and misinformation to define and defend individual or group 
positions all contribute to this confusion. 
History of the Problem 
At one time seventy-five percent of the continental United States was a part of the 
public domain. Title to this land had its origin in the western land cessions made by seven 
of the original thirteen states during the period 1780-1802. The next one hundred years 
witnessed the culmination of the American dream of manifest destiny with the addition of 
all land west of the Mississippi by war, purchase or compromise. During this period the 
dominant land policy was directed toward the disposal of this vast resource through 
various programs designed to transfer title into private hands . '* 
"Note: For a comprehensive history the reader is referred to Roy M. Robbins, Our Landld Heritage: The Public 
D!Jmain 1776-1936, (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press , 1962) . 
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However, the twentieth century ushered in a new policy of custodial management for 
the then greatly reduced public domain . After the turn of the century, programs to 
purchase land and reacquire land from private owners were made possible by a variety of 
congressional actions . As demand for public services increased and as the articulation of 
conservation needs and ecological considerations became increasingly pronounced, the 
acquisition of private property by government surfaced as a problem of considerable 
concern co affected local communities. The consequences of the Weeks Act (1911) [10] 
and subsequent legislation authorizing and promoting government land purchases were 
most conspicuous in changing the land ownership patterns in those states and counties 
east of the Great Plains where the public domain had long since been relinquished into 
private hands . 
Local concern over the acquisition of land by government agencies stems from its tax 
exempt status. The immunity of federal property from state and local taxation is not 
explicitly spelled out in the Constitution but stems from the Supreme Court's decision in 
the case McCulloch v. Maryland (1819) . [4] Chief Justice John Marshall 's dictum that 
"the power co tax is the power co destroy" has remained the legal justification for the tax 
exempt status of land owned by the public. This immunity is explicicIy incorporated in 
the Missouri Constitution, noc only in reference co that property owned by the central 
government, but that which is owned by state and local governments . :Article III , Section 
43 scates in pare that" .. . no tax shall be imposed on lands the property of the United 
States ... ,[5] while Article X, Section 6 provides that "All property, real and personal, 
of the scate, counties and other political subdivisions, and non-profit cemeteries, shall be 
exempt from taxation ... ". [6] 
However, early congressional enabling legislation which provided for the admission 
of new states, like Missouri in 1820, in addition stated that a share of the net proceeds 
from the sale of public land was co be paid to the states in which the land was located . [9] 
While this represented an important first step in the direction of sharing revenue, the 
really significant legislation with explicit provisions for compensation co state and local 
governments for revenue lost because of the tax exempt status of public land was not 
enacted until this' century. 
The intent of Congress co compensate subordinate governments for tax revenue losses 
suffered as a result of federal acquisition and retention of land is quite clear from 
congressional debates during those periods when the legislation was under consideration . 
Unfortunately, the determination of the amounts to be shared or paid in lieu of taxes was 
not founded upon any economic analysis or research, but was arrived at primarily upon 
the basis of political and administrative considerations. The result has been the piecemeal 
development of a body of law, comprised of more than thirty different federal statutes, 
which provide for payments ranging from five co ninety percent of the revenue generated 
from federally owned land or in lieu of tax payments based on different criteria. A similar 
lack of uniformity is observed with respect co (1) the lands co which payments apply, (2) 
the recipient units of government, (3) the timing of payments , and (4) the restrictions 
placed on the use of the payments. In addition to this are the statutes enacted in more than 
two-thirds of the states which make provision for payments co local gove.rnments co 
compensate for land owned by the state. [1] 
Public Land Distribution: 
A Question of Equity 
While different criteria, such as absolute equality, the ability co pay, and benefits 
received, are often employed co define equity, there is considerable agreement that the 
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distribution of the cost of government ought to subscribe to some standard of equity. It is 
the inability of the distribution of public land costs to satisfy equity standards applied by 
individuals and local institutions in public land intense jurisdictions which leads to the 
questions considered in this study. 
If the distribution of public land in the United States was uniform so that all local 
governments were confronted equally with the problems associated with public 
ownership, the question of equity would not be an issue. However, it is the extremely 
unequal distribution of these lands that magnifies the problem as it is viewed from the 
perspective of local governments in public land intense areas. 
While approximately 33 percent of the total land area of the United States is owned 
by the federal government, great extremes in concentration exist. Considering only the 
48 contiguous states , 88 percent of the federal land is located in eleven western states. In 
these eleven states, the proportion offederal ownership is an impressive 47.6 percent. In 
contrast is the 4.2 percent of the land owned by federal agencies in the non-western 
states.[2] 
The Missouri Situation 
In view of the figures cited above, it is not difficult to understand why the questions 
raised over the years have originated with and been vocalized by western interests . In fact, 
the 4.72[2] percent of Missouri's land which is owned by the federal government appears 
insignificant by comparison . However, Missouri's concern should not be weighed simply 
by considering the relatively small percent ofthe total land administered by the national 
government in this state . Several other factors should be given consideration in 
determining the importance of the public land ownership issue in Missouri and its impact 
on local government finances. 
First, Missouri is really a microcosm of the national picture in regard to the unequal 
distribution of public land referred to earlier. Like the national situation, Missouri 
counties reflect extremes in federal ownership, from no ownership in some counties to 
over 35 percent in others . (See Table 1) Over 95 percent of this land in Missouri is owned 
and administered by four federal agencies [2] and literally all the land is located in 
one-third of Missouri's 114 counties. Furthermore, as Figure 1 clearly shows, nearly all of 
these public land intense counties lie south of the Missouri River. 
Secondly, while the proportion of federally owned land in Missouri may be relatively 
small, the absolute size of this ownership is rather impressive and the rate at which land is 
being acquired is relatively high. As of June 30, 1974, the federally owned acreage in 
Missouri was greater in size than the total combined areas of Delaware and Rhode Island 
and represented an area two-thirds the size of Connecticut. [2] 
More than 99 percent of the federal land in Missouri is acquired land as distinguished 
from public domain land . (See Table 2) The latter has never been on local tax rolls , while 
acquired land constituted a part of the local tax base prior to acquisition by the federal 
government. Federal government ownership of land in Missouri more than doubled since 
1937 when the first comprehensive inventory of land owned by the United States was 
taken . [8] 
Finally , in addition to the federal government, many agencies and departments of the 
Missouri state government own land ranging from a few acres to nearly 300,000 acres . 
Similarly, this land is not distributed uniformly among the counties, although some is 
found in nearly all the counties . (See Table 1) Furthermore, it is oftentimes those counties 
having large federal land holdings which also have the larger state ownerships of land . 
Thus the combination of both federal and state owned land tends to compound the 
problem in the eyes of many local government officials and property taxpayers . 
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TABLE 1 
PUBLIC AGENCY LAND OWNERSHIP IN MISSOURI COUNTIES IN 1974 
ACRES* 
Dept. of Percent 
Forest 1 Corps of 2 Fish an<!3 National 4 Dept. of 5 Natural 6 of County Service Engineers Wildlife Park Se rvice Conservation Resources Total County 
Adair 2,611 3, 192 5,803 1. 6 
Andrew 1. 507 1,507 .5 
Atchison 1. 501 1, 501 .4 
Audrain 560 560 .1 
Barry 52,362 10,266 336 3,459 67 , 423 13. 4 
Barton 85 85 ** 
Bates 230 299 529 ** 
Benton 56 . 770 2,042 58,812 12.4 
Bollinger 1,566 2,545 4, 111 1. 0 
'° 
Boone 2 , 784 33 568 2.535 5,920 1. 4 
Buchanan 2,208 35 2,243 . 9 
Butler 48,360 1. 600 979 50,939 11. 2 
Caldwell l, 024 1, 024 . 4 
Callaway 10,320 481 10,801 2.0 
Camden 273 8,400 8, 673 2. 1 
Cape Girardeau 6 351 3,284 3, 640 1. 0 
Carroll 248 248 ** 
Carter 88, 475 9.20-l 22,981 120,661 37 . 3 
Cass 0 . 0 
Cedar 25, -l-13 320 25,763 8.1 
Chariton 10,669 93 10, 762 2.2 
Christian 50,455 50,445 13. 9 
Clark 236 236 ** 
Clay 6,562 171 1,289 8,022 3.0 
Clinton 120 1,026 422 1,568 
. 6 
Cole 357 357 . 1 
Cooper 924 924 .3 
TABLE 1 (CON'T) 
Dept. of Percent 
Forest1 Corps of 2 Fish an~ National 4 Dept. of 5 
Natural 6 of 
County Service Engineers Wildlife Park Service Conservation Resources Total County 
Crawford 49,109 19,669 9,999 78,777 16.2 
Dade 27,198 27,198 8. 4 
Dallas 1, 903 69 4 2,597 . 8 
Daviess 783 783 .2 
Dekalb 1,862 1, 862 . 7 
Dent 67, 723 2,090 14, 480 1,096 85 ,389 17 . 7 
Douglas 40,786 357 41,143 8.0 
Dunklin 982 982 .3 
Franklin 400 210 7,102 7,712 1.3 
Gasconade 33 33 ** 
,... Gentry 70 70 ** 0 
Greene 8 8 ** 
Grundy 674 674 .2 
Harrison 1,343 1,343 .3 
Henry 45,887 1,399 47, 286 10. 0 
Hickory 19,288 2 19 , 290 7.4 
Holt 6,886 366 111 7,364 2.5 
Howard 1,544 17 1,561 . 5 
Howell 48,725 376 49,101 8. 3 
Iron 97,930 3, 790 128 101,996 28 . 8 
Jackson 4,981 2,156 7, 137 1.9 
Jasper 7 7 ** 
Jefferson 11 1 12 ** 
Johnson 2,147 3,511 5, 658 1.1 
Knox 748 748 .2 
Laclede 28,220 1, 787 527 30,534 6.2 
Lafayette 213 213 ** 
TABLE 1 (CON'T) 
Dept. of Percent 
Forest1 Corps of 2 Fish and National 4 Dept. of Natural 6 of Wildlife 3 5 County Service Engineers Park Service Conservation Resources Total County 
Lawrence 119 119 *. 
Lewis 743 4,416 257 5,417 1.7 
Lincoln 2,855 2,158 5.916 10.929 2.7 
Linn 3,016 1.838 4.854 1.2 
Livingston 2.440 2.440 .7 
McDonald 2.150 2. 150 . 6 
Macon 2.402 2.291 4.693 .9 
Madison 45,854 45 .854 14.4 
Maries 306 306 .1 
Marion 2.207 296 2.503 .9 
Mercer 934 934 .3 
Miller 98 8. 165 8,263 2 . 1 
Mississippi 164 1,068 1,232 .5 
Moniteau 32 32 *. 
Monroe 36 . 945 1.194 38.139 8.9 
Montgomery 1,659 252 1, 911 .6 
Morgan 517 517 .1 
New Madrid 8 14 22 •• 
Newton 261 2.216 2.477 .6 
Nodaway 327 327 ** 
Oregon 97.023 8 97,031 19.3 
Osage 51 51 ** 
Ozark 38.527 19.531 5,746 64,878 13.6 
Pemiscot 258 268 .1 
Perry 350 350 .1 
Pettis 520 520 .1 
Phelps 59,984 2,469 62,453 14.4 
TABLE 1 (CON'T) 
Dept. of Percent 
Forest1 Corps of 2 Fish and3 National Dept. of 5 Natural 6 of Park Service 4 Total County County Service Engineers Wildlife Conservation Resources 
Pike 6,357 3,735 6,807 16,899 3. 9 
Platte 44 44 
" 
Polk 10,540 1,444 11, 984 2.9 
Pulaski 42,480 269 42,749 12. 1 
Putnam 0 .0 
Ralls 14,454 726 15 ,180 5.0 
Randolph 2,086 2,086 .7 
Ray 50 
" 
Reynolds 89,158 17,774 36,921 2,386 146,239 27 . 9 
Ripley 94,323 5,740 100,063 24.5 
...... 
St. Charles 6,279 7,166 49 13,494 3. 8 
N St. Clair 33,644 5,574 39,218 8.8 
St. Francois 893 222 2,403 3,524 1.2 
Ste. Genevieve 9,869 80 2,257 12,206 3. 8 
St. Louis 3,348 2,445 5,893 1.9 
Saline 1,982 933 2,914 .6 
Schuyler 0 . 0 
Scotland 60 60 
'* Scott 184 184 
'* Shannon 83,336 37,918 60,601 181,974 28.5 
Shelby 1,360 1,360 . 4 
Stoddard 11,950 2,671 14,621 2.7 
Stone 16 ,270 39,250 177 55,697 18.8 
Sullivan 87 87 
'* Taney 63,504 26,609 194 90 , 307 22. 5 
Texas 46,426 501 1,260 48, 187 6. 4 
Vernon 1 4,825 4,826 .9 
Warren 4,460 4,460 1.6 
,.... 
V-> 
County 
Washington 
Wayne 
Webster 
Worth 
Wright 
Forest 1 
Service 
81,023 
84,635 
7,079 
~Rounded to nearest acre 
Corps of 2 
Engineers 
2,486 
43,626 
**Less than one-tenth of one percent 
Fish and 
Wildlife 3 
9 , 723 
TABLE 1 (CON'T) 
National 4 Dept. of 
Park Service Conservation 
3, -i-ll 
15 , 077 
1,087 
59 
5 
Sources: 1. Headquarters, Clark and :\!ark Twain Kational Fores t. Rolla, :llissouri. 
Dept. of 
5 Natural 6 
Resources 
1,415 
5,148 
2. Corps of Engineers Dish' ict Offices : St. Louis, Kansas City. ;',!emphis , Little Rock. and Rock Island . 
3. Office of Area ;',Ianager, Fish and \\"ildlife Service. Kansas City , Missouri. 
4. Superintendent, Ozal:k National Scenic Riverways , \'an Buren, illissouri. 
5 . IIIissouri Department of Conservation Land Inventory , .Jefferson City, illissouri. 
6. ::IIissouri Department of Natural Resources Land Inventory , ·lefferson City , :'Ilissouri. 
Percent 
of 
Total County 
88,365 18.2 
158,210 33.4 
1,087 .3 
59 
7,084 1.6 
As of 
June 30 
1955 
1960 
1965 
1970 
1974 
MISSOURI 
o 0.0-0.99% 
D 1.0 - 4.99% 
~ 5.0 - 9.99% 
C8J 10.0 - 19.99% 
Figure 1. Public Land Intensity of Counties in Missouri, 1974. 
Source: Table 1. 
TABLE 2 
PUBLIC DOMAIN AND ACQUIRED LANDS OF THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT IN MISSOURI, 1955-1974 
Acres 
Public Domain Acquired 
2,688 1,621,799 
3,126 1,691,659 
2,640 1,714,710 
2, 604 1,948,169 
2, 647 2,084,179 
Percent 
Federally 
Owned 
3. 67 
3.83 
3.88 
4. 41 
4.72 
Source: General Services Administration, Inventory Report on Real Property 
Owned by the United States Throughout the World, U. S. Government 
Printing Office, Washington, D. C. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The abil ity of a government to provide services at the level deemed acceptable to the 
people in a jurisdiction is dependent upon the availability of sufficient revenue to finance 
the cost of those services. The potential to generate revenue , in rurn, is dependent upon 
th e size of the tax base, the tax rate, local non-tax revenue possibilities, and 
intergovernmental transfers. 
Real property represents a significant part of the tax base for local governments in the 
Uriited States generally and specifically in Missouri. Property taxes accounted for 81 
percent and 85 percent of total tax revenue and 44 percent and 40 percent of all general 
revenue of local governments in Missouri and the United States respec tively in 1971. The 
assessed value of real es tate represented 75 percem of locally assessed property in Missouri 
counties in 1970. [7] 
Any decision which leads to an apparem reduction of a government's tax base is 
viewed with considerable apprehension by officia ls responsible for rendering services and 
by citizen recipients of these services . The alternatives as viewed by both these groups are 
undesirable : (1) increase tax rates in an effort to maimain the existing level of servi ces, 
i.e., an increased tax burden or (2) retain the existing tax rate and accept a lower level of 
government service. 
The tax base of a government, w h i Ie havi ng physical properties such as size and form, 
is mos t importantly a value concept . Furthermore , the relationship between changes in 
the physical characteristics (lfa tax base and its value need nor be positive. The failure to 
understand and an'ept this distinction would render the "undesirable" alternatives 
unchallengable. 
Because of their immunity from taxation, the acq u isi tion ofland by tederal and scate 
agencies is seen as particularly threatening and as an erosioll of local tax bases . However , 
the financial impact on local governmenrs need nor be adwrse if: ( I) annual paymencs in 
lieu of taxes or shared revenuc to affe((cd local governmencs equa l or excecd potential 
taxes foregone, (2) public ownership causcs the valuc of real estate remaining in the tax 
base to increasc at a rare such that the leve l of services can be maintained or raised without 
an increase in the tax rate, or (3) some combination of these twO, 
The commonly accepted view referred to earlier is based upon the hypothesis that 
local government fin(tnces sutler adversely from the acquisition of land by public 
agencies. Further, it is hypothesizcd thar the impact of public land ownerships on local 
government financ(:s is unaffecred by the distinction in predominant use between 
land-related and water-related activir ies on the public land . The purpose of this study is 
to test the validity of these two hypotheses as applied to county governments and school 
districts in predominantly rural counties in Missouri. 
Objectives 
The basic objectives of this study are to : 
(1) Describe the existing institutional framework and intergovernmental relation-
ships as these relate to public land ownership and fiscal impacts on local govtrnments in 
Missouri , 
(2) Compare the differences in tax structure and revenues of county governments and 
school districts having different degrees of publi( land intensity, making a distinction 
between water-related and land-rdated predominant use. 
(3) Compare per capita (or per Average Daily Attendance) expenditures for public 
services provided by county governments and school districts having different degrees of 
public land intensity and public lands employed in different predominant uses. 
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(4) To suggest institutional changes to correct any inequities of public land ownership 
imposed on local governmenrs should these inequities surface from the study. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
A review of the literature reveals that while considerable research has been done co 
estimate the impact of public water-based recreation projects on land values, the 
economic research on the specific issue of public land ownership and local government 
fiscal problems identified with this ownership has not been exhaustive and the findings 
have been mixed. Several factors undoubtedly contribute to the lack of attention by 
researchers. Some of which are: (1) The inability co apply results generally because of the 
absence of uniformity in the combinations of public ownership, land use and local 
government structure. (2) The amount of money involved is relatively small when viewed 
from the national level. (3) Because the public domain is so large, additions by acquisition 
appear relatively insignificant by comparison. 
However, rhe increased demand for public recreation facilities requiring the 
acquisi t ion of private land raises questions in communities previously unaffected by 
problems associated with public land ownership. While the reduction of the physical tax 
base is a most obvious result, the impact on the value of the tax base and changes in the 
demand for locally provided public services are less obvious. 
Williams reported the results of a 1952 U. S. Forest Service study in which estimated 
taxes were compared with 25 percent fund payments and contributions-in-kind. [12] 
This study found that (1) Estimated taxes were greater than payments co local 
governments. (2) Estimated taxes were less than coneributions-in-kind. (3) The sum of 
shared revenu<:s and contributions-in-kind was almost double the estimated taxes. The 
Forest Service recently contracted a new study on this question, however , the results are 
not anticipated co be available until 1977.[10] 
Shared revenue payments from national forests and wild life refuge lands in Louisiana 
were compared with estimates of annual tax revenue for the 1930-1961 period by 
O'Bannon. [6] This study attempted co determine whether local governments would have 
been better off under private onwership of these lands. She concluded that private 
ownership would have been beneficial to local governments. The indirect effects of public 
ownership of land on local jurisdictions were not considered. 
Barron and Jansma published the findings of a cross-sectional study of local 
governments in a three county region of Pennsylvania for 1966. [I] Multiple regression 
procedures were used co test whether public land ownership is detrimental to local 
jurisdictions through a tax base reduction and a consequent increase in cost of public 
services. They concluded that the 20 cene in lieu of tax paymene was an eftective 
substitute for taxes foregone except in the case of school districts . 
To meet the demand for water-based recreation , many reservoirs requiring public 
land acquisition have been constructed or p lanned. Several questions relating to the 
impact of these reservoirs on private land values have been studied. 
An early study by Knetsch found that "the increased sales prices of land established in 
the real estate market reflect values due entirely to location on or near reservoir 
projects ." [5] Schutjer and Hallberg'S findings indicated that public inves tment in 
water-based recreational areas can significant ly influence the value of real property. [8] In 
their investigation of the impact of reservoirs on land prices and land values, Williams 
and Daniel identified nearness to the reservoir as being one of several factors important in 
affecting land prices. [11] Epp found that local tax bases were seldom adversely affected, 
even in the very short run, by public acquisition of land for water-based recreation.[4] 
Bates concluded that tax severity generally diminished for local constituencies during the 
acquisition and construction period of public reservoirs.[2] 
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Several government studies were completed between 1935 when President Roosevelc 
appointed a committee to study federal ownership of real estate and its bearing on state 
and local taxation[9] and 1970 when the Public Land Law Review Commission (PLLRC) 
issued its report. [7] The first concluded that federal aid exceeded potential tax revenue 
while the latter found that shared revenues amount to much less than the revenues local 
governments would collect if the land was privately owned and subject to taxation. While 
the passage of time and the difference in economic climate may help explain this apparent 
contradiction, it does tend to characterize the absence of consistency of information upon 
which public policy decisions in this area have been based. 
The various reports in the period between 1935 and 1970 generally have been more 
descriptive than analytical. The pattern has been essentially one of identifying 
complaints, summarizing the tax status of public lands, categorizing methods of 
intergovernmental payments, cataloging statutes related to payments and listing possible 
legislative remedies. 
The most comprehensive study on this issue up to this time was completed by EBS 
Management Consultants, Inc. in their four volume report to the PLLRC.[3] Their 
findings led the commission to conclude that, generally, potential tax revenue from 
public land exceeded shared revenue or payments in lieu of taxes to local governments . 
However, Section 10 of PL 88-606 (1964) which defined public land for the PPLRC 
excluded more than half of the federally acquired land. In Missouri , for example, less than 
one-tenth of one percent of land administered by the Corps of Engineers satisfied the 
Section 10 definition of public land . 
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INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS 
It is said that "institutions represent established arrangements in society and 
established ways of doing things. ,,[ 1] Essentially they are the working rules of a society. If 
the fundamental question of whether local governments benefit or suffer financially from 
public ownership of land is to be addressed objectively a reasonable understanding of the 
existing institutions governing the relationships between affected parties is a minimal 
requirement. 
Four federal agencies administered more than 95 percent of all the land owned by the 
federal government in Missouri as of June 30, 1974. [5] Two state agencies are the largest 
owners of extensively employed land among many Missouri agencies owning land . This 
study is confined to a close examination of the fiscal impact ofland ownership by these six 
agencies on county governments and school districts in Missouri . 
Both federal and state governments are confronted with a choice among four 
alternatives when considering the potential imposition their land ownership may have on 
the ability of local taxing units to maintain services at levels consistent with the 
expectations of people in a particular jurisdiction. They can decide to : (1) permit taxation 
of publicly owned real property by local governments; (2) share revenue generated from 
activities on publicly owned land with local governments; (3) make payments in lieu of 
taxes to local governments or; (4) make no effort at direCt compensation whatsoever. 
The first does not appear to be a viable option in Missouri, short of a constitutional 
amendment, since this alternative is explicitly ruled out by the Missouri State 
Constitution . [10] Number four is self-explanatory, except possibly for the rationale fbr 
selecting that alternative . The twO remaining options are the basic approaches used by 
both federal and state agencies in their efforts to compensate local governments. 
However, sharing revenues and payments in lieu of taxes are different and the distinction 
needs to be understood . 
Payment in lieu of taxes represents an effort to relate the amount of compensation to 
the actual reduction in local tax revenue . Legislation may provide for full or parcial tax 
equivalency payments. Consideration for periodic adjustment in the assessed valuation of 
public land may be incorporated to enable the level of these payments to change as local 
land values and local revenue requirements change through time. Generally, this 
approach provides for direct payment to the local unit, and the uses for which the money 
can be employed may be less restrictive . 
Sharing revenue simply provides that some fixed percentage of the revenue generated 
from activities undertaken on public land is shared with subordinate levels of 
government. It is important to understand that revenue must first be produced if the local 
government is to receive any direct compensation . Shared revenue is passed through 
successively lower levels of government until reaching the level to which they have been 
generally earmarked for specific uses. 
The institutional mechanism and statutory basis for the relationship between 
land-owning government agencies and local jurisdictions are considered separately for 
each agency. 
U. S. Forest Service 
By exercising the power granted in the General Revision Act (1891),[32] Presidents 
Cleveland and Theodore Roosevelt had created timber reserves through executive actions 
to the extent that political pressure to consider the potential impact on local government 
finances was building . The response to this pressure took shape in legislation which: (1) 
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restricted the Executive's power and (2) provided for a portion of the revenues derived 
from the National Forests in the public domain be returned to the states beginning in 
1907 . [20] Initially the percentage to be shared was fixed atten percent, with the revenue 
to be used for the benefit of those counties in which the National Forest was located.[21] 
This percentage was increased to 25 percent in 1908 and has remained unchanged 
through 1975 .[22] 
The Forest Service is the largest public land owner in Missouri, administering 
1,451,373 acres as of June 30, 1975. National Forest lands in Missouri , which are 
essentially all acquired land purchased since 1933,[13] are eligible for revenue sharing 
purposes as a result of passage of the Weeks Ace (1911) . Among other things, the Weeks 
Act authorized the federal government to purchase timberland in order to extend the 
National Forest system into the East and provided for sharing of revenues with certain 
local gove rnments . [2 .~] 
The federal law governing payments to be made to States from the Forest Reserve 
Fund provides that 25 percent of revenue generated from each National Forest be paid 
annually to the states in which the forest is located . The federal statute provides a degree 
of flexibi Ii ty for individual states to determine the apportioning of the payment to be used 
for either schools or roads , but is restrictive in that the funds are earmarked for those twO 
expenditures only.[23] 
The Forest Service maintains a record of acreage-owned by county and of receipts by 
activity and by forest district. Each of the two National Forests in Missouri , Clark and 
Mark Twain, kept separate accountings until February 1976 when the twO were 
consolidated by an Executive Order.[24] 
As soon as is practicable after the end of the fiscal year, the Forest Service initiates the 
required procedures to have a U.S . Treasury check issued in an amount equal to 25 
percent of the revenues generated from activities on Forest Service land in Missouri and 
payable to the State of Missouri. The payment is accompanied by a computer printout 
which provides a breakdown by National Forest U ni t of the net national forest acreage by 
county and the amount ro be paid to each county based on that acreage. A second printout 
provided the distribution of acreage and payment by congressional district. [3] 
Section 12 .070, RSMo 1969, provides that 75 percent of the National Forest 
Reserve Funds received by the state shall be spent for schools and 25 percent for roads of 
" . .. those school districts that lie or are situated partly or wholly within or adjacent to a 
national forest ... " in the county in which such forest is located. [ 11] This section, then, 
directs the manner in which National Forest Reserve Funds are distributed to various 
counties and the purposes for which such funds are to be expended , but it does not direct 
the manner or amount of distribution after the money reaches the county. 
The Division of Accounting submits warrant requests in the amounts indicated by 
the printout to be made payable to the County Treasurer of each eligible county. A one 
sentence cover letter from the Director of the Division of Accounting accompanying the 
check simply states that the check represents the county's share of the National Forest 
Reserve Fund under the provisions of the Missouri statutes.[3] 
Section 12.100 RSMo 1969, provides that county courts receiving funds from the 
United States under Sections 12.070 and 12.080 " ... shall use the funds to aid in 
maintaining schools and roads .. .''[11] It should be pointed out that none of these 
sections contain a formula by which the county court shall distribute funds. An opinion 
issued by the Missouri Attorney General concluded: 
"That the county coure of any county receiving funds from the United States under the 
National Forest Reserve Act shall distribute such funds to aid in maintaining the schools and 
roads of school districts that lie or are situated pattly or wholly within or adjacent to the 
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national lorest in the county IIpon any basis whifh, in its discretion the court determines to be 
proper. "[9] 
As a consequence , the proportion of the total land of a school district owned by the 
Forest Service does not have to be the criterion used to determine the distribution of 
Forest Reserve Funds between school districts within a county . In fact, it is not 
uncommon for neither the county court nor the school administration to know what 
proportion of that county's National Forest land is located in a particular school district . 
Consequently, other criteria are used to make decisions regarding the appropriate 
distribution of shared revenue . Such criteria as levies, enrollment or assessed valuation 
appear ro be substituted . 
Predominance of Mineral 
Lease Revenue 
While the sale of timber is the major source of revenue from the National Forests in 
the United States, this does not hold true for Missouri. Mineral leases provided 94 percent 
of the nearly seven million dollars generated from the twO National Forests in Missouri in 
fiscal 1975, and 96 percent of the total came from the Clark National Forest. Revenues 
from mineral leases accounted for only one tenth of one percent of the revenue from the 
Mark Twain, but represented 98 percent of the revenue from the Clark National Forest. 
Five counties provided over 99 percent of mineral lease revenue generated from Forest 
Service lands. [7] 
The distinction between public domain and acquired land has a considerable impact 
on the amount of revenue shared with eligible local governments . The Mineral Leasing 
Act (1920) states in part: 
"All money received from sales, bonuses, royalties , and rentals of public land under the 
provisions of section . . . of this title shall be paid into the Treasury of the United States; 37 \12 
per centum thereof shall be paid by the Secretary of the Treasury as soon as practicable after 
December 31 and June 30 of each year to the State within the boundaries of which the leased 
lands or deposits are or were located; said moneys to be used by such State or subdivision thereof 
for the construction and maintenance of public roads or for the support of public schools or 
other public educational institutions, as the legislature of the State may direct ... "[29] 
At the same time the Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired Lands (1947) provides that: 
"All receipts derived from leases issued under the authority of this chapter shall be paid into the 
same funds or accounts in the Treasury, and shall be distributed in the same manner as 
prescribed for other receipts from the land affected by the lease ... "[30] 
" Forest Service land in Missouri is acquired land. In addition to the 25 percent of the 
Forest Fund shared with local governments discussed earlier, 10 percent of all moneys 
received from the National Forests are earmarked for construction and maintenance of 
forest roads and trails in the National Forest in the state from which such revenues were 
generated. However, local government officials have no input in the expenditure 
decision-making process for these funds. It is highly unlikely local administrators would 
be indifferent between a certain number of dollars spent on forest roads and trails in their 
district and the same number of dollars available to them to expend in ways they felt most 
beneficial to their individual jurisdiction's needs. 
Prior to February 1976 only 18 counties shared in the revenues resulting from mineral 
leases of Forest Service land. The administrative structure which led to the exclusion of 
some counties from sharing the windfall resulting from valuable ore discoveries in one 
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part of the National Forest was changed by the dec ision to consolidate the Clark and Mark 
Twain National Forests. 
This action, however, emphasizes a problem which can result from ownership ofland 
by government agencies . Namely that, administrative decisions are made which can have 
considerable impact on local government finances in instances where local officials have 
no input in the decision-making process. While the difference in 1975 per acre payments 
of $2.07 in the Clark and 11¢ in the Mark Twain strongly suggest the existence of 
inequity, the immediate reduction of the first by a dollar per acre very well may cause 
short term financial difficulties for some local governments. A reduction of revenue by 
$50,000 to $100,000 in some counties is not an insignificant figure and fairly represents 
the decrease that can be anticipated by at least eleven counties as a result of forest 
consolidation. 
u. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
The U . S. Army Corps of Engineers owned approximately 481,870 acres in Missouri 
as of December 1974, making it second only to the Forest Service as a public land owner 
in the state. [8] 
Legislation providing for sharing revenues realized from land acquired for flood 
control purposes appeared on the stattlCes for the first time in 1938 with the enactment of 
the lower Mississippi River Flood Control Act. [26] It provided for the distribution of 25 
percent of the revenues resulting from leasing land acquired for flood control purposes to 
be paid to the states for the benefit of roads and schools in the counties in which the land 
was located. 
A 1941 act authorized the management of a n umber of river and flood control projects 
by the Corps of Engineers (CE) . [27] The 25 percent revenue sharing provision was 
extended to all flood control projects in the United States. Two significant amendments 
co this act were passed in 1946 and 1954 . The first increased the percent of lease revenue 
to be shared to 75 percent, [28] and the second expanded the sources of revenue.[31] 
There is considerable similarity between the provisions of this statute in regards to the 
manner in which shared revenue is to be distributed and the provisions for distribution of 
Forest Reserve Funds discussed earlier. However , the county governments are granted 
more flexibility in terms of how their share may be expended by the inclusion of" . . . or 
for defraying any of the expenses of county government in such county or counties ... " 
[28] 
CE lands are administered locally by the various District Offices. While seven 
different CE Districts have jurisdiction over some part of Missouri only five districts 
administered projects in the state at the end of fiscal 1975 . 
Some time after the end of the fiscal year, processing of payment is initiated and a 
U.S. Treasury check is forwarded to the State Treasurer's Office . The following are in-
cluded with the check: (1) a copy of the Public Voucher for Refunds form on which the 
amount due to the State is indicated along with the following statement: "Payment 
Represents 75 percent of Receipts Deposited During Fiscal Year 19-- From the 
Leasing of Lands Acquired for Flood Control, Navigation, and Allied Purposes Pursuant 
to 33 USC §701c3." (2) A computer printout identifying (a) the counties eligible for 
payment, (b) the amount due each county and (c) the amount contributed toward the 
county's total payment by each project in that county. [3] Unlike the Forest Service, no 
information regarding acres owned in each county or in total is included, nor is there any 
reference to the number of acres currently under lease. 
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Section 12.080, RSMo 1969, provides that the county court shall direct the 
expenditure of money received from the United States under the Flood Control Act for the 
benefit of the schools and roads of the county in which the CE land is located or for 
defraying the expenses of county government of such county. [11] Section 12.100 
provides direction to the county court on how the funds received under 12.080 shall be 
used. This section reads in part : 
" ... the county court shall allow to the school districts and for roads an amount based upon 
their respective levies equal to that which would ordinarily be allowed to them our of taxes from 
property owned by the United States if the property were privately owned before using any of 
the moneys for defraying other expenses of the county. ,,[ 11] 
The extent to which this discretionary authority is used appears Cd vary considerably 
from one county to another. While the statute appears to give a certain priority to schools 
and roads, by arbitrarily assigning low valuations to these flood control lands , estimates 
of potential taxes will be low. The difference between the payment received by the county 
and the estimated potential taxes allowed to schools and roads may be relatively large. 
(See Appendix A) 
u. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
The Fish and Wildlife Service (F&WS) owned 42,964 acres of refuge land in five 
Missouri counties plus 294 acres of non-refuge land in two other counties in 1974. This 
land was acquired under the provisions of the Migratory Bird Conservation Act 
(1919).[24] 
An amendment providing that 25 percent of the net revenue produced from the bird 
refuges was to be paid to those counties in which the refuges were located was added in 
1935.[25] It became evident that this provision for sharing revenue was inadequate on 
two counts: (1) local government's share of the revenue was relatively small, and (2) the 
distribution of the local government's share was grossly inequitable. 
The act was amended again in 1964 in an effort to resolve the inadequacies by 
providing two alternative methods of calculating the payment to counties. One employs 
the shared revenue approach stated above, while the second substitutes a payment in lieu 
of taxes equal to three-fourths of one percent of the cost of the area.[33] 
Three things provided by this legislation should be noted in addition to the provision 
for alternative methods for calculating payments . First, the use of these payments are 
explicitly restricted to public schools and roads. Second, payments are made directly to 
the county . Finally, the cost of the acquired lands are readjusted every five years. 
The payment to counties is hand delivered by a refuge staff member to the County 
Treasurer . A cover letter accompanying the payment includes the following information: 
(1) the reason for the payment, (2) the method by which the amount of the payment was 
computed and (3) identification of the uses for which the moneys are to be expended. No 
reference is made to the number of acres owned by the agency.[6] 
No specific provision for moneys paid to counties by the F&WS is provided by 
Missouri statutes. Furthermore, there have been no opinions issued by the Missouri 
Attorney General in regards to distribution of these funds between roads and schools. [2] 
The 1964 amendment is of considerable importance to the five Missouri counties in 
which refuge land is located. For example, in 1972, the five counties would have shared 
only $978 under the pre-1964 amendment. With the payment in lieu of taxes 
alternative, however, they received $50,583. In addition, the first readjustment for land 
COSt in 1971 resulted in payment increases of 45 percent in four counties and 49 percent in 
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the fifth county. [16] A second readjustment should be reflected in the payment for fiscal 
1976. 
National Park Service 
The Ozark National Scenic Riverways (ONSR) was authorized in Augusr 1964 and 
49 ,713 acres had been purchased by rhe National Park Service as of December -' 1, 1974. 
While the majority of acreage has been acquired, this program is still on-going.[15] 
There are no provisions for paymenr by rhe National Park Service. The feeling has 
been that the stimulation a National Park gives to the local economy more rhan 
compensates local governments for rhe revenues rhey mighr otherwise realize . However, 
Federally Impacted area program money is made available ro local school disrricrs in 
which children of federal employees are enrolled . 
The federal government holds scenic easements on an addirional 9, .,93 acres in rhe 
ONSR. These lands remain subject co local property raxes . No special tax considerarion is 
given ro anorher 7, 357 acres owned privately bur locared wirhin rhe aurhori zed 
boundaries of ONSR .[15] 
Missouri Department of Conservation 
The Missouri Department of Conservarion owned 291,B69 acres of land located in 
105 of the state's 11 4 counries in 1975 . [ 19] Approximarely two-rhirdsofthese(201,5 77 
acres) were classified by the Missouri Conservation Commission as Forest Crop Land. [1 H] 
Counries in which foresr Crop Land is locared are eligible co rece ive payments in lieu of 
taxes as provided by rhe Srate Forestry Law . [12] This law was originally passed in 1946 , 
but rhe per acre payment has been increased on several diHerent occasions by amendment, 
the last being in April 1974 . 
Section 254. 070, RSMo 1946 as amended, identifies rhose lands eligible for 
classificarion as Foresr Crop Lands, the source ofrhe funds co be paid out (general revenue 
funds), and the amount ofrhe per acre payment (currently .1511). Further, ir direcrs that 
payments are to be placed in rhe general fund of each county , rhus leaving expenditure 
decisions co the county court. Finally, it delegares payment procedure responsibili-
ties . [12] 
In practice, the Conservarion Commission certifies the classification of Forest Crop 
Lands in January and payments co counties are made the following November.[IS] A 
cover letter which accompanies rhe payment includes: (I) the payment authorizing 
statute , (2) the rotal amount of the payment, 0) the number of acres certified as Forest 
Crop Land, and (4) the amount of payment per acre .[4] 
The 3511 per acre payment in lieu of taxes was fixed at that level as a result of efforts to 
estimate the loss of tax revenue suffered by local governments from land classificarion 
under the Forest Crop Land Program . It was estimared that the average tax collected on 
privately owned forest land in Missouri was approximately 5011 per acre .;; 
It was felt that payments in lieu of taxes for srate-owned Forest Crop Land should not 
exceed those paid for privately owned Forest Crop Land.[lS] If it is accepted that 5011 
·Note: This figure is based on an average tax mte of $ 5 per $ I O() valuation and a $ I () avemge assessed valuation 
for privately owned forest land, a value often quoted by local assessors. Since newly certi tied p rivate fo rest crop 
land would continue to be on the tax rolls at the statutory $3 assessed value, private owners would pay 15~ tax 
per acre given the $5 tax rate per $100 assessed valuation . The 35~ in lieu of tax payment represents the 
difference between the potential tax of 50~ and the 15¢ tax actually paid by private owners of land certi tied as 
fotest crop land. [18] 
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accurately represents potential tax revenue foregone because of land being certified as 
Forest Crop Land, then it must be assumed that state ownership of Forest Crop Land 
provides at least 15¢ worth of benefits-in-kind per acre or the local government would 
suffer a net loss of benefits. Furthermore, even should the sum of payment in lieu of taxes 
plus benefits-in-kind equal or exceed potential tax revenue, a distributional problem 
might exist because of the exc;lusion of school districts from receiving any of the payment . 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
The Missouri Department ofN atural Resources administered roughly 72,500 acres of 
state park land in 1975. This does not include several thousand acres leased from the 
Corps of Engineers and administered by this state agency. [17] This land is located in 40 
Missouri counties and the size of holdings vary from as little as L 02 acres in one county to 
over 8,000 acres in another . (See Table 1). 
While payments in lieu of taxes or sharing revenues from state parks are provided by 
some states , Missouri statutes make no such provision. The absence of either of these 
provisions for compensation is defended by two arguments : (1) The parks are in general 
relatively small, thus their removal from the local tax base is rather insignificant . (2) To a 
considerable extent the benefits from most of these parks are consumed locally . 
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DEFINITIONS, DATA AND METHODOLOGY 
Definition of Terms 
Urban public real property intensively employed and generally acknowledged as 
beneficial to the local community was not included under the definition of public land as 
it was used in this study. Street and highway right-of-ways and land owned by local 
government units were likewise excluded , as were military reservations. More specifically 
then,pllblic lands were defined as those owned by the following federal and state agencies: 
(1) U.S . Forest Service , (2) Fish and Wildlife Service, (3) National Park Service, (4) U.S. 
Corps of Engineers, (5) Missouri Department of Conservation, (6) Missouri Department 
of Natural Resources. 
It is recognized that the multiple use concept of management applied to public land 
looks to a coordinated development of all resources and values of the land . However, for 
the purpose of this research it was necessary to identify the predominant me of the public 
land in the political subdivision under observation. Two predominant uses were 
identified and were defined: (1) Water-related public land is land employed predominantly 
in such activities as flood control, navigation, production of electrical power, water-based 
recreation , and preservation of natural waterways. Specifically in Missouri this includes 
land owned by the U.S . Army Crops of Engineers, and the National Park Service and 
Missouri Department of Conservation in the Ozark National Scenic Riverways. (2) 
Land-related public land is land employed predominantly in such activities as timber and 
mineral production, land conservation, wildlife management , and land-based recreation. 
Essentially this includes the lands owned by the U.S. Forest Service, U .S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and the Missouri Departments of Conservation and Natural Resources. 
Unit of Analysis 
Sections 12.070 and 12.080, Revised Statutes of Missouri (1969),[4] noted in the 
previous chapter, provide for the manner in which funds received from the United States 
government shall be distributed in Missouri . A 1964 amendment to the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Act provides that payments be made to counties in which agency land is 
located. [7] The Missouri State Forestry Law provides for grants to be made to counties in 
lieu of taxes for state owned forest crop land .[S] In each instance the County Court has 
been delegated the final responsibility for the distribution of these funds by statute. The 
county was also the smallest jurisdictional level at which a determination of public 
property was deemed feasible. It was for these reasons that the county was selected as the 
area unit of analysis. 
Sources of Data 
The six agencies included in this study provided the information regarding the 
amount and location of public land administered by each agency, as well as the amount of 
payments made to subordinate government units . Date of acquisition and/or annual 
changes in agency acreages were not provided by some agencies. 
Revenue and expenditure data of the County Courts were taken from annual budgets 
submitted to the Office of the State Auditor and from Annual County Financial 
Statements in newspapers published in each county. This information is prepared and 
submitted by elected officials with varying degrees of competency, experience and tenure 
in office, thus a note of caution is warranted regarding the consistency of this data 
between counties and through time. 
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Fiscal data for school districts were taken from the Annual Report of the Secretary of 
the Board of Education . The Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education and the State Archives currently retain these records for only ten years, 
consequently school district financial data was restricted to the nine year period 1966-74. 
Nominal real estate tax rates for both the County Court and the school districts were 
converted to effective tax rates-cents per $100 market value rather than assessed 
value-to permit comparisons among counties for 1974. The market value of real 
property was estimated by multiplying the assessed value of real estate by the inverse of 
the assessment to sales ratio. The Missouri State Auditor's Office completed a study in 
1975 which estimated assessment to sales ratio for each county from a relatively large 
sample of real estate sales in each county. * This was considered the best estimate of 
assessment ratios available for all Missouri counties. (See Appendix B) 
Data pertaining to personal income and county population were taken from Sales 
Management Slirvey 0/ BlIying POUler. Permission was obtained from Sales Management, 
Inc. for use of this data with the understanding that further reproduction is forbidden. 
Special Problems Associated 
With School District Data 
The collection and analysis of school district dara presents a number of problems. The 
determination of public land ownership by school district requires a thorough search of 
County Courthouse deed records because specific data identifying public land by school 
district are not maintained by public agencies , county or school offIcials . Observing 
school districts over a period of time further complicates the process because school 
district boundaries are subject to change from year to year as a result of reorganization and 
consolidation. 
An analysis of aggregated data from school districts within a county was undertaken 
as a workable alternative. This alternative is not problem free. Specifically. school district 
boundaries are independent of county lines and as a consequence school districts often 
include land located in two or more counties. However. identification of a school district 
with a particular county is determined by the physical location of the schoo!. Financial 
dara for school districts by county are collected by the Missouri Department of 
Elementary and Secondary Education using this identification criterion. The available 
data in die form of per Average Daily Attendance (A . D.A.) were used as estimates forrhe 
county. 
"Note: The study by the State Auditor's Otfice estimated ~i) ur different assessments to sales ratios . The 
aggregate assessment ratio (befo re sale) was selected as the most appropriate li1< usc in this study. The aggregate 
assessment ratio (before sale) is defined as 
n 
~A 
B· I 
i=1 
n 
~p 
i=1 
where n represents the number of sample parcels, ABi' i = I, 2, ... , n , represents the assessment of the ith 
sample parcel before the parcel was sold, and P" i= 1. 2 •...• n, represents the sale price of the ith 
sample parcel. 
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School district financial records do not differentiate real estate tax revenue from 
property tax revenue . School district property taxes include tax revenue from all property 
subject to local assessment . Real estate accounts for the great bulk of this tax base. [6] Tax 
revenue from the property of public utilities assessed by the state is not classified as local 
property tax revenue. These taxes are paid to the County Court which then makes 
distribution to the school districts in the county. 
Methodology 
Acquisition by the public of relatively large acreages of land exempt from taxation 
might be expected to have some impact on local government finances. The fiscal impact 
might be felt on either the revenue side or the expenditure side or both . A local hardship 
or an inequitable share of the costs of public land ownership might be claimed if effective 
tax rates increased as the proportion of public land in a county increased. Similarly, if per 
capita expenditures for local government services (i.e. , economic welfare) decreased as the 
proportion of public land in a county increased, a claim of local hardship might be 
justified. 
Further, land acquired by public agencies which is employed in different 
predominant uses may be a significant factor influencing the value of land remaining in a 
tax base. Thus, local governments may experience different financial impacts associated 
with public land ownership. Of interest then was the test of the hypothesis that 
jurisdictions having different combinations of water-related and land-related public land, 
and different degrees of public land intensity experience similar adverse financial 
impacts. Analysis proceeded in two separate steps: (1) a case study and (2) multiple 
regression. 
Case Study 
While the case study is used widely in social science research, its use has created much 
controversy primarily because of the difficulty of generalizing the conclusions drawn from 
the study. However, evidential materials derived from case studies may help advance an 
analysis from observation to theory. [8] Furthermore, the case study allows diverse sources 
of data to be brought together to enable a comprehensive description and explanation of 
given situations and their changes through time.[l] 
A case study of five Missouri counties covering the period 1965 through 1974 was 
completed as the first step in the analysis. Selection of counties to be included in the case 
study was based upon satisfying the following criteria: (1) a third and fourth class couney 
without organized township governments, (2) a range of percentages measuring public 
land intensity from very low (less than one percent) to relatively high intensity (more than 
30 percent) was required, (3) different combinations of land-related and water-related 
predominant uses were required, and (4) county populations approximately the same. 
Financial data for the case counties for the ten-year period 1965-1974 (1966-1974 for 
school districts) were collected and analyzed. Changes through time in assessed valuation, 
the significance of real estate relative to the local tax base, other revenue sources, and 
expenditures were analyzed for evidence supportive of the hypotheses. 
Local real estate tax effort was estimated by a procedure in which a local government's 
real estate tax revenue was divided by local personal income. [3] A larger real estate tax 
effort index through time would reflect an increased real estate tax burden . 
An estimate was made of real estate taxes foregone in 1974 by the County Courts and 
school districts as a result of public agency land acquisition and retention . Estimated 
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potential real estate taxes per acre were compared with payments in lieu of taxes and 
shared revenue payments to these local governments by these agencies. 
It is recognized that certain direct COSts may be imposed upon local governments 
because of activities undertaken on public lands and that certain contributions-in-kind 
are made to local governments by public land holders. However, quantifying them is very 
subjective and reliable estimates are not readily available from either agency adminis-
trators or from local government officials . Looking at the available data enables one ro 
identify the direction, and to some extent the degree, in which contributions-in-kind 
would have to exceed direct burdens resulting from public ownership before a local 
government would experience an adverse financial impact. 
An Executive Order signed in February 1976 which directed the consolidation of the 
Clark and Mark Twain National Forests will have a considerable distributional impact on 
the 25 percent fund. For this reason, 1974 estimates and comparisons were made on the 
basis of both the actual distribution to local units of government and the distribution 
assuming consolidation in that year. 
To permit comparisons among these local governments, certain assumptions were 
made . First, it was assumed that community indifference curves between local public 
goods and private goods would be the same for similar units of local government with 
identical populations. Equality of public expenditures in each unit is not implied because 
actual consumption is dependent upon many socia-economic facrors. Stated simply, local 
public goods will be equal in all similar governments ceteris parib/ls. 
Secondly, no economies or diseconomies of scale or location were assumed to be 
present . That is to say that a dollar's worth of public goods in county A is equal to a 
dollar's worth of that same good in county B. 
Multiple Regression Analysis 
Regression analysis describes the form of the relationship between variables. A 
multiple regression equation of the form Y = a + blXl + b2X2 + . . . + bnXn was 
used . In this form it is assumed that the effects of the explanatory variables on the 
dependent variable are separate, distinct and additive. The regression coefficient (b) 
provides a measure of the average change in the dependent variable from a one unit change 
in the explanatory variable. [2] 
While the regression equation provides a technique for prediCting a value of a 
dependent variable, attention was focused on measuring the effect of individual 
independent variables. Of particular interest was the significance of twO public land 
intensity variables (land-related and water-related in predominant use) in explaining 
variation in effective real estate tax rates and per capita (or per A. D . A) expenditures for 
both counties and school districts. 
Definition of Variables 
Four regression equations were fitted. The effective real estate tax rates of County 
Courts and school districts as the dependent variable accounted for twO of the equations. 
The other twO equations hypothesized a linear relationship between per capica (or per 
A .D.A.) expenditures of these two units of local government and a set of explanatory 
variables. 
Preliminary lists of possible variables influencing the tax rate and expenditures were 
made from examination of annual budgets and financial statements of the two 
government units, review of public finance literature and conversations with local 
government officials . Theoretical considerations, as well as objectivity and availability of 
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data, contributed to the selection of variables. A stepwise procedure was employed to 
assist in determining the relative importance of the independent variables in explaining 
the variation in the dependent variable. Several variables tested were not included in the 
final models used to test the hypotheses. 
Seventy-five third and fourth class counties in Missouri constituted the observational 
units for this part of the analysis . For the purpose of statistical analysis in these models, 
the following variables, using cross-sectional data for 1974, are defined. The relationship 
existing between the dependent variable and the set of explanatory variables are assumed 
to be linear for each of the four models . 
Model I 
Y I County Court effective real estate tax rate. 
XI public land employed predominantly in water-related 
activities as a percent of rota I land area in a county. The 
greater the land-related public land intensity, the higher is 
the tax rate. 
X2 public land employed predominantly in water-related 
activities as a percent of rotal land area in a county. 
Empirical evidence strongly suggests that land values 
increase substantially near water-based public recreation 
projects . The greater the water-related public land inten-
sity, the lower is the tax rate . 
X3 real estate tax revenue as a percent of rotallocal revenue-
used as a measure of relative importance of real estate taxes 
as a source of revenue. X3 and Y I should exhibit a positive 
relationship. 
X4 County Court expenditures per capita-the nature of the 
government budget process finds revenue generating 
efforts directed toward satisfYing a level of consumption of 
public goods deemed adequate by constituents . The 
higher the level of consumption , the higher the tax rate . 
X5 Federal Revenue Sharing Receipts per capita-the objec-
tive of this relatively new program is not directed at 
reducing local tax effort but ro provide funds for local 
public services previously foregone because of revenue 
deficiencies . It is hypothesized that the opportunity to add 
or expand on public services with these funds is positively 
related to the tax rate. 
Xs personal income per capita-a measure of a jurisdiction's 
ability to pay for public services. The relationship between 
Xs and Y 1 is expected to be positive. 
X 7 market value of real estate per capita-used as a measure of 
the real estate tax base . As the per capica tax base increases, 
the tax rate is expected to decrease. 
Xs Dummy variable identifYing counties south of the Missouri 
River-used to measure a strong traditionalistic political 
culture associated with southern Missouri. A negative 
relationship between Xs and the tax rate is hypothesized . 
Model I may be written as follows: 
y 1 = hi + b2Xl - b3X2 + b4X3 + b5X4 + bsXs + 
b7Xs - bsX7 - bgXs + e. 
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Model II 
Y 2 per capi ra expendi tures of the County Court. 
X I public land employed predominantly in land-related ac-
tivities as a percent of total land area of a county. As 
land-related public land intensity increases, per capita 
expenditures are expected to decrease. 
X2 public land employed predominantly in water-related 
activities as a percent of total land area of a county. The 
greater the water-related public land intensi ty, the greater 
is per capita expenditure. 
Xa population density per square mile. Underemployment of 
personnel and facilities exists in the producrion of some 
public services. As population density increases, per capica 
expenditures are reduced. 
X4 County sizt~some necessary but expensive capital goods, 
such as certain road maintenance equipment, may be 
utilized at levels less than capacity. Larger counties tend to 
have more miles of road to maintain thus a more eH"icient 
employmenr of this equipmenr may be achieved. Thus a 
negative relationship between X4 and Y2 is anticipated. 
X:; non-local revenue per capita-represents inter-
governmenral transfers and includes payments by agencies 
administering public lands. As these revenues increase, an 
increase in per capita expenditures is expected. 
Xn personal income per capita. Xn and Y2 are expected to 
exhibit a positive relationship. 
X 7 dummy variable idenrifying counties south of the Missouri 
River. A negative shift of the regression is expected. 
Model II may be written as follows: 
Y2 = bl - b2XI + baX2- b4X:1 - b"X.1 + bliX:; + b7Xn - bHX7 +e. 
Model III 
Ya effective real estate tax rate for school districts . 
XI public land employed predominantly io land-related ac-
tivities as a percent of total land area of a c~unty. It is 
hypothesized that an increase in XI will cause the effective 
tax rate to increase. 
X2 public land employed predominantly in water-related 
activities as a percent of total land area of a county. As this 
factor increases the effective tax rate is expected to decline. 
X3 percent of population age 65 and over-special school 
levies require voter approval. A lower fixed income 
associated with retirement age persons is considered a 
negative incentive for support of school levies. A negative 
relationship is expected . 
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X4 market value of real estate per capita-a measure of the real 
property tax base . As the tax base increases , the effective 
tax rate is expected to decrease. 
Xs property tax revenue as a percent of total revenue 
receipts-used to measure the relative importance of the 
property tax to the total revenue picture. A positive 
relationship is hypothesized . 
Xs debt service plus capital outlays as a percent of gross 
expenditures-both are viewed as requiring increases in 
revenue. When Xs increases it is expected that Y3 will 
increase. 
X 7 dummy variable for counties south of the Missouri River. 
l=south of the Missouri River. A negative shift of the 
regression is anticipated . 
Model III may be written as follows : 
Y3 = bl + b2XI - b3X2 - b4X3 - bsX4 + bsXs + b7Xs - bsX7 + 
e. 
Model IV 
Y4 = current school district expenditures per average daily 
attendance (A.D.A.) 
XI public land employed predominantly in land-related ac-
tivities as a percent of total land area of a county . It is 
hypothesized that increases in this factor will lead to 
decreases in the dependent variable. 
X 2 public land employed predominantly in water-related 
activities as a percent of total land area of a county. 
Increases in the tax base are anticipated. Thus a positive 
relationship between this variable and expenditures per 
A .D .A . is expected. 
X3 School enrollment to staff ratio--used to measure class 
load . As the class load increases, a decrease in the 
dependent variable is expected . 
X4 non-local (state and federal) revenue per A.D.A .-
increasingly school districts are relying on inter-
governmental transfers, including funds paid by public 
land-owning agencies, to supplement and equalize re-
venues. This factor is expected to be positively related to 
expenditures per A.D .A. 
Xs percent of faculty having M .S. degree or higher-used to 
measure the quality of the faculty. As the quality rises , 
COStS rise, requiring larger expenditures per A.D.A. 
Xs assessed valuation per A .D.A .-employed as a measure of 
the tax base. Growth in the tax base is expected to cause an 
increase in the dependent variable. 
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CASE COUNTY STUDY 
Description 
Of the thirty Missouri counties where land owned by the six public agencies included 
in this study exceeded five percent in 1974, twenty-nine are south of the Missouri River . 
Cedar, Douglas, Stone and Wayne Counties were selected for study. A control county to 
serve as a benchmark against which more public land intense counties could be compared 
was included among the five case counties . With public land accounting for less than one 
percent of the county and meeting the other criteria enumerated previously, Dallas 
County was selected to serve this purpose. All lie south of the Missouri River . Figure 2 
indicates their location . 
MISSOURI 
~ Case Study County 
Figure 2. Location of Counties Included in Case Study. 
The case counties are essentially rural in character where agriculture traditionally has 
been the primary industry. Agriculture in all five counties is livestock based with 
livestock, poultry and their products accounting for more than five-sixths of the total 
market value of all agricultural products sold in each of the counties in 1969. [l2] 
Table 3 provides a comparison between the five counties of several factors including 
county size, identification and degree of public ownership, predominant public land use, 
and land values. 
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TABLE 3 
LAND STATISTICS FOR FIVE MISSOURI COUNTIES, 1974 
COUNTY AREA/ACRESa 
PUBLIC AGENCY OWNERSHIP/ACRES 
Corps of Engineersb 
Forest Servicec 
Fish and Wildlife Serviced 
Missouri Dept. of Conservatione 
Missouri Dept. of Natural Resourcesf 
Total Public Ownership 
PUBLIC LAND AS A PERCENT OF COUNTY 
Percent Land-Related 
Percent Water-Related 
AVERAGE VALUE LAND AND BUILDINGS/ ACREg 
1964 
1969 
Percent Change 
AVERAGE ASSESSED VALUE FARl\1 LAND/ ACRE 
h 
1965 
1974 
Percent Change 
Sources: a. 1964 Census of Agriculture 
CEDAR 
317,4-10 
25,443 
320 
25,763 
8. 1 
O. 1 
8.0 
$95 
:3Hl 
48.4 
$19.02 
22.88 
20. 3 
DALLAS 
343,680 
1. 903 
694 
2, 597 
O. 8 
0.8 
0.0 
:383 
:3151 
81. 9 
:318. 48 
22.86 
23.7 
COUNTY 
DOUGLAS 
517,760 
40,786 
357 
41. 143 
7.9 
7.9 
0.0 
S53 
$100 
88.7 
S9 . 35 
15. 23 
62.9 
STONE 
296,320 
39,250 
16,270 
177 
55 . 697 
18.8 
5. 6 
13.2 
$90 
$191 
112.2 
$28.67 
41. 14 
43.5 
b . Corps of Engineers District Offices: St. Louis, Kansas City , Memphis. Little Rock and Rock Island. c. Headquarters Clark & Mark Twain National Forest, Rolla, Missouri. d. Office of Area Manager, Fish & Wildlife Service, Kansas City, Missouri. 
e. Missouri Department of Conservation Land Inventory. 
f. Missouri Department of Natural Resources Land Inventory. 
g. U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1969 Census of Agriculture, part 17. h. Annual Report of the Proceedings of the Missouri State Tax Commission. 
WAYNE 
474,240 
43,626 
84,635 
9,723 
15,077 
5,148 
158,210 
33.4 
24.2 
9.2 
SGO 
$103 
71. 7 
510.43 
13.54 
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Public Land in the Case Counties 
Land owned by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the U .S. Forest Service 
accounted for 88.2 percent of the land owned by the public land-owning agencies 
included in this study. Each owned land in only three of the five counties while the 
Missouri Department of Conservation, while owning only 6.3 percent of the total, owned 
land in all five counties . The Missouri Department of Natural Resources and the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service owned 2.1 and 3.4 percent respectively. The first owned land in 
two counties and the latter in only one. 
The Scockcon Lake Project accounted for 99 percent of the public land in Cedar 
County in 1974. This Corps of Engineers project was authorized in 1954 and funds for 
acquisition and construction were made available in fiscal 1963. [13] All this land was 
acquired prior co 1972 at an average COSt of $129 per acre. [1] Administration is the 
responsibility of the Kansas City District of the Corps of Engineers . The remaining one 
percent of public land was acquired by the Missouri Department of Conservation in 1965. 
These two public agencies' land holdings represented 8.1 percent of the county area; 8 
percent identified as water-related in predominant use and . 1 percent land-related . 
In Douglas County 99 percent of the public land was owned by the U.S. Forest 
Service in 1974. Acquisition began in the mid-1930 's and roughly three-fourths of the 
cotal had been acquired by 1939. Of the 9,918 acres acquired since then , 3,082 were 
added in the 1965-1974 period. Land acquired since 1939 was purchased at an average 
cost of $43 per acre.[4] Prior co forest consolidation in February 1976 this land was 
administered as a part of the Mark Twain National Forest. The Missouri Department of 
Conservation owned the remaining one percent of public land in the county, purchasing 
all of it between 1961 and 1966. The predominant use of all the public land in Douglas 
County was identified as land-related. 
Two agencies owned virtually all the public land in Stone County. In 1974 the Corps 
of Engineers Table Rock project, administered by the Little Rock District, accounted for 
over 70 percent of the public land in the county. This project was authorized in 1941 but 
acquisition and construction was delayed until 1952-59. [13] This land was purchased at 
an average cost of $66 per acre. [7] The U.S. Forest Service was the other major public 
land owner with slightly more than 29 percent of the total. Over half of this was acquired 
prior to 1939 and of the remainder 1,155 acres were appropriated in the 1965-74 period. 
The average cost of the post-1939 acquisition was about $20 per acre . [4] The small 
remaining public acreage belonged to the Missouri Department of Conservation and was 
acquired between 1949 and 1968. Of the 18.8 percent of Stone County owned by these 
public agencies, 13.2 percent was identified as being predominantly water-related and 
the remaining 5.6 percent as land-related. 
In 1974 the Forest Service owned 53 . 5 percent and the Corps of Engineers 27.6 
percent of the public land in Wayne County. Of the Forest Service total in what was at 
that time the Clark National Forest, 3,399 acres were appropriated during the 1965-74 
period. The 15 , 507 acres acquired subsequent co 1939 cost an average of $22.50 per 
acre. [4] Slightly more than 98 percent of the Corps of Engineers land comprises the 
Wappapello Lake project which became operational in 1941 with the remainder 
accounted for as a part of the Clearwater Lake project completed in 1948. [13] Prices paid 
for the land in these two projects averaged $49[8] and $25[7] per acre respectively. The 
first project is administered by the Memphis District while the latter is the responsibility 
of the Little Rock District. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's Mingo Refuge accounted 
for 6 . 1 percent of Wayne County's public land . This land was acquiried prior to 1965 and 
had an adjusted cost of approximately $53 per acre. [10] Land acquired between 1926 and 
1970 by the Missouri Departments of Conservation and Natural Resources accounted for 
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the remaining 12.8 percent of public land in the county. The breakdown of Wayne 
County's 33.4 percent of public land by predominant use showed that 24.2 percent was 
characterized as land-related and 9 .2 percent water-related . 
The average value of privately owned land in the case counties showed gains ranging 
from 48.4 percent in Cedar County to 112 .2 percent in StOne County between 1964 and 
1969. However, though average assessed value of land in all five counties showed 
increases over the 1965-1974 period, the rates of increase, ranging from 20.3 to 62 .9 
percent, lagged considerably behind the rates of increase in market value . The true 
magnitude of this lag is not evident because the price changes for the 1969-74 period, a 
period of generally rising land prices, are not accounted for by this data . 
Vital Statistics 
The vital statistics provided in Table 4 facilitate a comparison between case counties 
on several factOrs. Population increased in all five counties during the period 1965-1974, 
but the rates of increase varied from 11 percent to more than 50 percent. The method for 
estimating employment was changed during the ten year period.[3] While these figures 
are not comparable between the beg inning and end of the period, each year's estimate is 
comparable between counties. The changes in school enumeration show that while the 
number of school age people increased in all five counties, the rates of increase were 
substantially slower than changes in total population. This suggests that the age 
composition of residents in these counties shifted during this time . The three counties 
having all or part of their public Jand employed in water-related predominant uses 
experienced decreases in county road mileage while the other two counties showed small 
increases. 
Per capita personal income rose in all five counties between 1965 and 1974 . 
However, with a per capita personal income some 25 percent above the average for 
Missouri's third and fourth class counties , Stone County was the only one of the five 
exceeding that 98 county average in 1974. At the other extreme, Douglas County's per 
capita personal income in 1974 represented only 63.3 percent of that average and gave it 
the unenviable distinction of ranking last among these 98 counties. Personal income in 
Cedar, Dallas and Wayne Counties amounted to roughly 76, 89 and 75 percent 
respectively ofthe average for third and fourth class counties in the state. Stone County's 
preeminence can be attributed to the dramatic increase of 162 percent in per capita 
personal income in the 1965-1974 period, two-thirds of which came after 1970.[9] 
The Impact of Public Land Ownership 
on the County Court in Five Missouri Counties 
Assessed Valuation of 
Real Estate 
The per capita assessed valuation of real estate in 1969 and 1970 for the five case 
counties were averaged to establish a base for constfLlcting an index for per capita real 
estate assessed valuation. Table 5 shows the annual changes in per capita real estate 
assessed vaiuation for each county and facilitiates comparison between counties . While 
the trend in each county during the 1965-74 period was slightly upward , some counties 
experienced substantially different patterns of annual change. 
Dallas County's per capita real estate assessed valuation indicated considerable 
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TABLE 4 
VITAL STATISTICS FOR FIVE MISSOURI COUNTIES, 1865-1974 
COUNTY 
CEDAR DALLAS DOUGLAS STONE WAYNE 
1965 1974 1965 1974 1965 1974 1965 1974 1965 1974 
POPULA TIONa 9,100 10,100 9,100 11,000 9 , 100 11,200 8,100 12,200 8,000 10,200 
Density 18 20 17 21 21 14 17 26 11 14 
Percent Change 11.0 22.0 23 . 1 50.6 27.5 
EMPLOYMENTb 3,960 3,548 2,540 3,131 2,950 3,072 2,660 4,707 2,280 2,947 
Percent Unemployed 3. 4 4.3 5.9 5. 1 6.0 8.8 6.3 3.9 8. 8 6.1 
.l>-. SCHOOL ENUMERATION
c 2,277 2,462 2,609 2,922 2 , 873 3,043 2,509 3,042 2,213 2,536 
0 
Percent Change 8.1 12. 0 5. 9 21. 2 14.6 
COUNTY ROAD MILEAGEd 573.3 524. 2 508 . 7 517.1 658.4 667.2 438 . 3 415. 4 418.7 356.9 
Percent Change -8.4 1.7 1.3 -5.2 -14.8 
PERSONAL INCOMEa 
Per Capita ($) 1,853 2,352 1,419 2,743 1,231 1,949 1, 468 3,847 1, 336 2,195 
Percent Change 26. 9 93. 3 58.3 162. 1 64.3 
ac 1975 Sales Management Survey of Buying Power, further reproduction is forbidden. 
bMissouri Division of Employment Security. 
c Annual Report of the Public Schools, Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. 
dMissouri State Highway Commission. 
TABLE 5 
PER CAPITA REAL ESTATE ASSESSED 
VA LUATION INDEX FOR FIVE MISSOURI 
COUNTIES, 1965-1974 
(FIVE COUNTY AVERAGE 1969 - 1970 = 100) 
YEAR CEDAR DALLAS DOUGLAS STONE WAYNE 
1965 107 93 74 119 65 
1966 104 94 77 122 65 
1967 104 98 79 128 66 
1968 106 98 79 125 65 
1969 105 97 97 130 64 
1970 120 95 104 118 71 
1971 121 95 115 123 67 
1972 122 95 119 130 71 
1973 120 97 ll6 135 79 
1974 120 98 101 128 78 
Source: Computed by author from The Annual Report of the Proceedings of the 
Missouri State Tax Commission and Sales Management Survey of 
Buying Power. 
stability over the entire ten years. Cedar County likewise: showed unusual stability, but at 
twO different levels. The first five years represent the period of public land acquisition and 
construCtion of Srock ron Dam . In lY70 the index filr that county jumped fifteen points 
and remained virtually constant over the last five years of study . The dramatic shift: 
coincided with completion of construnion and the creation of Stockton Lake. The 
1969-74 period in Douglas County reflects a shift from higher tax rates to higher 
assessments as the method lIsed to generate revenue from their tax base. Prior to 1969 
voter approval had t:nabled tax rates to exceed the constitutionally established 
maximums, but in 1970 they revertc,d co the il5 cents per $lOO assessed valuation 
maximum, necessitating a substantial increase in the value of the tax base to maintain the 
existing level of services. 
Per capita real estate assessed valuation was greatest throughoLlC the ten years in the 
twO counties (Scone and Cedar) in which the bulk of the public land in those counties was 
characterized as water-related. However, Wayne County, which had a substantial 
water-related predominant use component, fell far below the other four counties 
throughom the period. Thus, no direct relationship between real estate assessed valuation 
and predominant land use is clearly distinguishuble. While the rate at which this factor 
increased was somewhat faster in Wayne County than in Stone County, the difference 
between Wayne County and the county wi th the largest per capi ca real estate assessed 
valuation was teduced only slightly. The identification of a direct rela t ionship between 
the relative size of public land ownership in a county and per capita real estate assessed 
valuation was not evident from the data. 
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Real Estate Tax Revenue 
An index of per capita real estate tax revenue of the County Court for the period 
1965-1974 was constructed in a similar manner. Table 6 depicts the results for 
comparison. 
YEAR 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
197 3 
197 4 
Source: 
TABLE 6 
COUNTY COURT PER CAPITA REAL ESTATE TAX REVENUE 
INDEX FOR FIVE MISSOURI COUNTIES, 1965-1974 
(FIVE COUNTY AVERAGE 1969-1970=100 ) 
CEDAR DALLAS DOUGLAS STONE 
104 90 93 115 
101 91 96 118 
100 95 99 124 
103 95 99 121 
101 94 121 126 
116 92 100 114 
117 92 111 119 
118 119 115 126 
116 121 112 131 
116 122 98 124 
WAYNE 
64 
64 
66 
65 
67 
69 
69 
72 
76 
76 
Computed by author from The Annu al Report of the Proceedings of r.,c 
Missouri State Tax Commission, The Annual Budget of the County Court 
and Sales Management Survey of Buying Power. 
Per capita real estate taxes were higher in 1974 than in 1965 in all five counties and 
comparatively large changes in some years were experienced in all counties excepting 
Wayne County where the rate of increase was relatively constant throughout ·the ten 
years. Dallas County's extremely large one year increase in 1972 resulted from voter 
approval of an increase of 25 cents per $lOO assessed valuation above the constitutional 
maximum. [6] The otherwise relative consistency reflects the stability in per capita 
assessment noted earlier. Similarly, the extreme rise and fall between 1968 and 1970 in 
Douglas County was the result of the reduction of the County Court's tax rate explained 
above . The substantial drop observed in Douglas County for 1974 reflects an unusually 
large (15.5 percent) increase in the population estimate. The absence of any difference in 
the representation of this factor and the per capita real estate assessed valuations observed 
previously for Cedar, Stone and Wayne Counties indicated that the nominal tax rates in 
each of these counties remained unchanged throughout the 1965-74 period. 
With the exception of 1970, Stone County had the largest per capita real estate tax 
while Wayne County consistently measured the lowest figure, some 40 percent below 
that of the former. Until Dallas County's decision to temporarily increase its tax rate in 
1972, three of the four public land intense counties had per capita real estate taxes 
exceeding those in Dallas County. The twO counties in which the predominant land use 
was water-related experienced larger per capita real estate taxes than those twO in which 
land-related activities predominated, excepting for Douglas County in 1969. But as in 
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the case of assessed valuation, Wayne County's significantly lower per capita real estate 
taxes makes any claim of a direct relationship between this factor and either the 
proportion of public land in a county or differences in the predominant use of that public 
land highly questionable . 
Table 7 shows real estate tax revenue as a percent of total revenue of the County Court 
in the case counties co be generally decreasing . Particularly substantial reductions in this 
indicator of the significance of real estate taxes co the total revenue picture were observed 
in Dallas, Douglas and Scone Counties, while the decrease in Wayne County was very 
moderate . A rapid decline in this measure followed by an even more dramatic increase in 
1973 and 1974 was experienced in Cedar County. As a consequence, a significantly larger 
share of the financing of county government fell on real estate owners in Cedar County 
when compared with the others . Except for Wayne County , the public land intense 
counties persistently relied on real estate taxes co a greater degree for generating revenue 
than did Dallas County. Wayne County's posi tion once again makes any generalization 
regarding the impact of different predominant uses of public land or the relative siie of 
public land onwership in a county difficult at best. 
TABLE 7 
COUNTY COURT REAL ESTATE TAX REVENUE AS A 
PERCENT OF TOTAL REVENUE FOR FIVE 
MISSOURI COUNTIES, 1965-74 ' 
YEAR DALLAS CEDAR DOUGLAS STONE WAYNE 
1965 40.4 70.5 39.6 51. 8 23.2 
1966 41. 9 48.8 47.6 41. 8 28.3 
1967 33.6 48.9 44. 3 41. 8 20.9 
1968 29 .5 49.4 43 . 5 45.9 27.0 
1969 26.0 60.9 47.6 46.6 27.0 
1970 25 . 7 45.0 33 . 7 41. 8 24.8 
1971 24.3 38.2 38. 1 35.9 22.9 
1972 24. 7 31. 9 33.4 29.3 23.7 
1973 24.7 37.6 31. 0 29.9 22.6 
1974 24.7 53. 4 28.9 26. 8 21. 1 
' Excluding Federal Revenue Sharing Funds 
Source: Computed by author from the Annual Budget of the County Court. 
Although nominal tax rates in different taxing jurisdictions may be- equal, the 
effective tax rates may, and often do, vary substantially as a result of different ratios of 
assessed values to real values . [2] The effective real estate tax rate is defined as the result of 
dividing real estate revenue by the real (market) value of the real estate tax base. Table 8 
shows that the effective real estate tax rate of the County Court in each of the four public 
land intense counties was lower than the effective tax rate of $.099 per $100 assessed 
valuation estimated for Dallas County in 1974. Increasingly higher effective real estate 
tax rates were observed in those public land intense counties where larger acreages (not 
larger percentages) of the public land was identified as water-related in its predominant 
use. 
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TABLE 8 
COUNTY COURT EFFECTIVE REAL ESTATE TAX RATE PER $100 
ASSESSED VALUATION OF REAL ESTATE FOR FIVE MISSOURI COUNTIES 1974 
DALLAS CEDAR DOUGLAS 
Real Estate Assessed Valuation/per capita a $ 901 $1108 $ 933 
Nominal Tax Rate per $100 Assessed Valuation b $ 1.10 $ . 85 $ .85 
Real Estate Tax Revenue per capita c $ 9. 91 $9 . 42 $ 7.93 
Assessment to Sales Ratio d .090 . 091 . 056 
STONE 
$1184 
$ . 85 
$10. 07 
.084 
Real Estate Market Value/per capita e $10011 $12176 $16661 $14095 
Effective Real Estate Tax Rate f per $100 Assessed Valuation $ .099 $ .077 $ .048 $071 
WAYNE 
$ 723 
$ . 85 
$6.15 
.104 
$6952 
$.086 
Sources: a Computed by author from Annual Report of the Proceedings of The Missouri State Tax Commission and Sales Management 
Survey of Buying Power. 
b Annual Budget of the County Court. 
c Real Estate Assessed Valuation multiplied by Nominal Tax Rate. 
d State Auditor's Study, 1975 (mimeograph) . 
e Real Estate Assessed Valuation divided by Assessment to Sales Ratio. 
f Real Estate Tax Revenue divided by Real Estate Market Value. 
Expenditures by the County Court 
The years between 1965 and 1974 found per capita expenditures for services provided 
by the County Court trending upward in all five counties (See Table 9) . Dallas County not 
only showed the greatest growth in per capita expenditures, but the annual changes 
experiepced in this county were more consistently increasing than in the other counties 
where increases were often followed by substantial decreases the following year. The 
Dallas County Court after 1967 consistently spent on the average over $6 more per capica 
to provide local public services than was expended by the county governments in the four 
more public land intense counties . No clear picture emerges enabling detection of any 
clear distinction between counties having different combinations of water-related and 
land-related public land activities. 
TABLE 9 
COUNTY COURT PER CAPITA EXPENDITURES INDEX_ 
FOR FIVE MISSOURI COUNTIES, 1965-1974* 
(FIVE COUNTY AVERAGE 1969-1970=100) 
YEAR DALLAS CEDAR DOUGLAS STONE WAYNE 
1965 78 66 58 81 91 
1966 76 74 96 100 90 
1967 102 71 82 106 122 
1968 114 66 83 102 93 
1969 131 66 93 101 93 
1970 128 83 106 100 100 
1971 134 104 100 114 108 
1972 164 126 139 142 99 
1973 195 111 116 120 128 
1974 172 80 143 174 109 
*Excluding Federal Revenue Sharing Funds 
Source: Computed by author from The Annual Financial Statement of the County and 
Sales Management Survey of Buying Power. 
Real Estate Tax Effort 
Real estate tax revenue as a percent of personal income was employed to measure real 
estate tax effort. Table 10 enables comparison between the counties in the case study over 
the 1965-74 period. Real estate taxes accounted for decreasing percentages of personal 
income in all five counties even though nominal tax dollars from this source rose both in 
the aggregate and per capita. Implicitly this suggests that personal incomes rose at rates 
in 'excess of the rates of increase in real estate taxes for county courts over the same period 
of time. This accelerat~d rate of increase in personal income was particularly evident in 
Stone County, accounting for its reversal from highest to lowest real estate tax effort index 
between 1965 and 1974. Douglas County's index of tax effort was persistently greater 
than the control county while Wayne County's index remained below throughout the 
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TABLE 10 
COUNTY COURT REAL ESTATE TAX REVENUE AS A PERCENT 
OF PERSONAL INCOME FOR FIVE MISSOURI COUNTIES, 
1965-74 
YEAR DALLAS CEDAR DOUGLAS STONE WAYNE 
1965 . 51 . 45 .61 .64 . 39 
1966 .51 .44 .64 .60 .41 
1967 . 46 . 44 . 56 .56 .40 
1968 .43 .43 .52 .50 . 33 
1969 . 40 . 38 .62 .50 .33 
1970 .38 .41 .44 .40 .31 
1971 .36 .44 .50 .32 .29 
1972 . 47 .49 .52 .29 .27 
1973 .40 .42 .47 .28 .27 
1974 .36 .40 .41 .26 .27 
Source : Computed by author from the Annual Report of the Proceedings of the Missouri 
State Tax Commission, the Annual Budget of the County Court and Sales 
Management Survey of Buying Power. 
period. Cedar and StOne Counties reversed positions above and below Dallas County in 
1969-70, increasing the difficulty in making any generalization regarding the 
relationship of real estate rax effort and public land intensity or the existence of any 
difference in tax effort between counties characterized by different combinations of 
water-related and land-related predominant uses of the public land. The average index for 
the four public land intense counties in 1974 was approximately one-third of one percent, 
only slightly less than the index in Dallas County for that year. 
Potential Tax Revenue Compared 
to Public Agency Payments 
To estimate potential real estate tax revenue foregone in 1974 by the County Court as 
a result of the tax exempt status of publicly owned land it was necessary to estimate the 
assessed valuation of that land and apply the nominal tax rate of the County Court for that 
year. Estimates were sought and received from personnel in the Office of the County 
Assessor in each county. The assessed valuation of forest land was unanimously estimated 
to be $10 per acre . While this value is commonly associated with privately owned forest 
land throughout south Missouri it may reflect an upward bias. A 1969 survey of 
twenty-six Missouri counties found the average assessed value of private forest land to be 
$6.3 7[ 11] per acre. Increases in the average assessed value of forest land in excess of fifty 
percent would have been required between 1969 and 1974 to achieve a $10 per acre 
average. Increases in this range were not observed in any of the case counties. This $10 
assessed valuation was assigned to land defined as land-related in its predominant use. 
Opinions on the estimated valuation ofland acquired by the Corps of Engineers for 
water-related projects varied considerably from one case county to another . In Cedar and 
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StOne Counties the average assessed valuation of land in each county was assigned as 
suggested by one assessor to be the closest estimate. In Wayne County an estimated 
assessed valuation of $50 per acre was made by the Assessor. All three probably express 
varying degrees of upward bias ; the first two because of the influence oflake development 
on land prices generally in the county and the third because the $50 value is more than 
three and one-half times greater than the per acre average assessed valuation of land in 
Wayne County in 1974. 
With the assignment of estimates for the assessed valuation of public land holdings in 
each case county the estimated potential tax revenue per acre was calculated and compared 
with per acre payments in lieu of taxes and shared revenue payments made by land owning 
agencies to the local government. To the extent that potential tax revenue exceeds 
payments in lieu of taxes or shared revenue, contributions-in-kind by public agencies 
would have to exceed direct burdens imposed on the local government as a result of public 
land ownership in order to neutralize the financial impact on the local government . 
Conversely , where payments in lieu of taxes or shared revenue payments exceed potential 
tax revenue a neutral financial impact would be realized when direct burdens exceeded 
contributions-in-kind by the same magnitude. The results of this analysis, considering 
the National Forests with and without consolidation for 1974, are summarized in Figure 
3. 
FIGURE 3. THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PER ACRE ESTIMATED 
POTENTIAL TAX REVENUE FROM PUBLIC LAND AND SHARED 
REVENUE PAYMENTS OF PUBLIC AGENCIES TO THE COUNTY COURT IN 
FIVE MISSOURI COUNTIES WITH AND WITHOUT FOREST CONSOLIDA-
TION FOR 1974 
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Cedar and Dallas Counties were unaffected by forest consolidation, th us the difference 
between estimated potential tax revenue from land owned by public agencies and 
payments in lieu of taxes or shared revenue payments made by these agencies was 
unchanged in these two counties . Without forest consolidation, the true condition in 
1974, potential tax revenue exceeded payments in lieu of taxes or shared revenue for the 
County Courts in Cedar (l5.8¢/acre) and Douglas (6.3¢/acre) . In Dallas, Stone and 
Wayne Counties it was found that payments made by public land owning agencies 
exceeded potential tax revenue by 8 . 1¢, 6.4¢ and 29 . 5¢ per acre respectively . 
When consolidation was assumed for 1974 the impact on the Douglas COUnty COUrt 
would have been reversed with payments received exceeding potential taxes by 11. 1¢ per 
acre . The StOne County government likewise would have benefitted financially by 
consolidation to the extent that payments would have exceeded potential taxes by 11. 6¢ 
per acre, again of 5. 2¢ per acre . On the other hand, the Wayne County Court would have 
lost 7 .4¢ per acre but shared revenue and payments in lieu of taxes would still have 
exceeded potential tax revenue by 22 . 1¢ , almost double that of Douglas or Stone 
Counties . 
The difference between estimated potential tax revenue from public land and the 
distribution to the County Court of payments made by land-owning public agencies in 
1947 ranged from two cents per capita in Dallas County to $3 .43 per capita in Wayne 
County. The per capita difference in Cedar (40¢), Douglas (41¢) and Stone (53¢) 
amounted to approximately five percent of per capita real estate tax revenue in each of 
those counties in 1974. Only in Wayne County, where the $3 .43 per capita difference 
was equivalent to 56 percent of real estate tax revenue, did it appear that the difference 
between potential tax revenue and shared revenue payments was of a magnitude 
sufficiently large enough to have a significant impact on County government finances . 
The Impact of Public Land Ownership on 
School Districts in Five Missouri Counties 
School District Property Taxes 
The Average Daily Attendance (A .D .A.) for a school district is considered the most 
reliable measure for comparing enrollments . [5] An index of per A .D.A . property taxes 
for school distriCts in the case counties was constructed . The five county average for 1969 
and 1970 was computed and used as the index base. The results are depicted in Table 11. 
Per A.D.A. property taxes for school districts rose substantially in all five counties 
during the 1966-74 period , increases ranging from 41 percent in Cedar County to 105 
percent in Douglas County were observed. When compared to all school districts in the 
state, however, school districts in all five case counties fell far below the state average of 
property taxes per A.D.A. Two public land intense counties , Stone and Cedar, 
consistently experienced per A.D.A. property taxes greater than Dallas County, while 
the other twO, Wayne and Douglas , remained below Dallas County throughout except for 
Douglas County in 1974. It would appear that the relative size of public land holdings in 
a COUnty was not a reliable indicator of school district property taxes . Furthermore, the 
relatively low per A.D.A. property taxes observed in Wayne County makes any 
generalization regarding the relationship between school district property taxes and 
different predominant uses of public lands impossible. 
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TABLE 11 
SCHOOL DISTRICT PROPERTY TAX (PER A. D. A. ) INDEX 
FOR FIVE MISSOURI COUNTIES, 1966-1974 
(FIVE COUNTY AVERAGE 1969-1970 = 100) 
YEAR CEDAR DALLAS DOUGLAS STONE WAYNE STATE 
1966 102 85 61 95 58 165 
1967 99 92 61 106 60 165 
1968 94 90 67 114 64 173 
1969 107 100 86 120 75 186 
1970 118 99 98 117 78 205 
1971 124 116 108 126 87 219 
1972 129 119 111 135 86 228 
1973 138 119 112 141 89 242 
1974 143 121 124 149 97 262 
Source: Computed by author from Annual Report of Secre tary of Board of Education , 
Form FD/ 5. 
School district property tax revenue as a percent of total revenue receipts was lower in 
1974 than in 1966 in four of the tlve case counties. Table 12 shows that Douglas County 
was the sole exception with property taxes representing 20 .7 percent of revenue receipts 
YEAR 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
TABLE 12 
LOCAL PROPERTY TAX REVENUE AS A PERCENT OF 
TOTAL REVENUE RECEIPTS FOR SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS IN FIVE MISSOURI 
COUNTIES, 1966-7 4 
DALLAS CEDAR DOUGLAS STONE 
25. 1 31. 0 17.4 28.9 
24. 7 31. 0 18. 4 30 . 2 
22 . 8 30. 3 19.9 31. 0 
25.8 29.8 22. 1 31. 9 
24. 8 29. 3 24. 3 31. 0 
26. 3 30. 4 25 . 1 30 . 3 
22. 1 27.3 23.2 28. 1 
18. 0 27 . 6 21. 6 26.8 
19. 4 27.2 20.7 24.3 
WAYNE 
22 .4 
19.9 
22. 0 
23. 1 
21. 5 
21. 0 
17.7 
16. 3 
17. 3 
Source : Computed by author from Annual Report of Secretary of Board of Education, 
Form FD/ 5. 
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in 1974 compared to 17.4 percent in 1966. While the gap between the high and low 
counties was reduced over the period , the difference between Cedar County and Wayne 
County remained a very substantial ten percent in 1974. School districts in Cedar and 
Stone Counties consistently generated a significantly larger proportion of their revenue 
receipts from property taxes than did others, including Wayne County which has a 
sizeable water-related public land use component. 
The effective real estate tax rates of school districts in the five case counties for 1974 
are presented in Table 13. While school districts in three of the four public land intense 
counties were observed to have had effective real estate tax rates lower than the $.318 per 
$100 assessed valuation rate experienced in Dallas County, Wayne County's effective rate 
of $ .405 was substantially greater. As was noted earlier in reference to the County Court, 
the effective real estate tax rate was observed to be higher in counties where water-related 
public land acreages existed than in the public land intense county having no 
water-related public land. 
The effect of different degrees of public land intensity and different combinations of 
predominant uses of public land on property tax revenue of school districts in the case 
counties was not readily identifiable from the data. However, counties with a large 
water-related public land component appeared to pay more property taxes for schools, to 
provide a larger proportion of the districts revenue by taxes on property, and to have 
higher effective tax rates on real estate . 
Total Revenue Receipts 
The increases in per A. D.A. total revenue receipts for the school districts in the case 
counties were even greater, ranging from 60 percent in Cedar County to 116 percent in 
Wayne County. A very substantial growth in non-local revenue accounted for much of the 
change . The index provided in Table 14 facilitates comparison between counties in the 
case study. A formula providing intergovernmental transfers in an effort to achieve a 
greater degree of financial equality for school districts served to reduce the difference in 
per A. D.A. total revenue receipts between the case counties, particularly the four public 
land intense counties. Total revenue receipts per A.D.A . for the case counties, while 
falling short of the state wide average for school districts, indicates that these school 
districts ' relative financial conditions were improved by the receipt of non-local revenues. 
Aggregate total revenue receipts per A.D.A. for school districts in Dallas County were 
observed to be generally greater than those in the public land intense counties . No 
identifiable difference based on predominant use of the public land was distinguishable. 
School District Current 
Expenditures 
An index of current expenditures per A. D.A. for school districts in the case counties 
for the 1966-74 period was constructed similar to the ones above. The five county average 
for 1969 and 1970 was defined as the base. The results are presented in Table 15. The rise 
in current expenditures per A. D.A. over the 1966-74 period exceeded 80 percent in all 
five counties with a 129 percent increase observed in Wayne County. School districts in 
Cedar and Stone Counties consistently expended less per A. D .A. than districts in Dallas 
County. Wayne County's school district's expenditures also lagged behind until 1974 
when it began a rapid rise over the last four years for which data were collected. This same 
period, 1974-74, found contribution from the Forest Reserve Fund to school districts in 
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TABLE 13 
SCHOOL DISTRICT EFFECTIVE TAX RATE PER $100 ASSESSED VALUATION OF 
REAL ESTATE FOR FIVE MISSOURI COUNTIES 1974 
DALLAS CEDAR DOUGLAS STONE 
Real Estate Assessed Valuation/ 
per capitaa $ 901 $ 1108 $ 933 $ 1184 
Nominal Tax Rate per $100 
Assessed Valuationb $ 3.53 $ 3. 42 S 3.57 $ 3.37 
Real Estate Tax Revenue/ 
per capitaC $31. 81 $37.89 $33.31 $39.90 
Assessment to Sales Ratiod .090 .091 .056 . 084 
Real Estate Market Value/ 
per capitae $10011 $12176 $16661 $14095 
Effective Real Estate Tax Rate 
per $100 Assessed Valuation . 318 .311 .200 .283 
WAYNE 
$ 723 
$3.89 
$28. 12 
.104 
$6952 
.405 
Sources: a Computed by author from Annual Report of the Proceedings of The Missouri State Tax Commission and Sales Manag!,!ment 
Survey of Buying Power. 
b Annual Financial Statement of the County (Apportionment of School Funds); a weighted average for all school districts in 
the county. 
c Real Estate Assessed Valuation multiplied by Nominal Tax Rate. 
d State Auditor's Study, 1975 (mimeograph) . 
e Real Estate Assessed Valuation divided by Assessment to Sales Ratio. 
f Real Estate Tax Revenue divided by Real Estate Market Value. 
TABLE 14 
SCHOOL DISTRICT TOTAL REVENUE RECEIPTS (PER A. D. A.) 
INDEX FOR FIVE MISSOURI COUNTIES, 1966-1974 
(FIVE COUNTY AVERAGE 1969-1970 = 100) 
YEAR CEDAR DALLAS DOUGLAS STONE WAYNE STATE 
1966 87 89 92 87 69 92 
1967 84 98 88 92 80 99 
1968 82 104 89 97 77 106 
1969 95 103 103 99 86 114 
1970 107 105 107 100 96 126 
1971 108 117 113 110 109 132 
1972 125 142 126 127 128 151 
1973 132 174 137 139 144 163 
1974 139 165 158 162 148 177 
Source: Computed by author from Annual Report of Secretary of Board of Education, 
Form FD/5 . 
TABLE 15 
SCHOOL DISTRICT CURRENT EXPENDITURES (PER A. D. A. ) 
INDEX FOR FIVE MISSOURI COUNTIES, 1966-1974 
(FIVE COUNTY AVERAGE 1969-1970 = 100) 
YEAR CEDAR DALLAS DOUGLAS STONE WAYNE STATE 
1966 73 81 90 79 70 84 
1967 86 92 95 92 83 92 
1968 84 101 88 99 85 101 
1969 91 96 105 103 86 111 
1970 105 111 107 101 93 121 
1971 108 109 118 109 117 130 
1972 117 135 129 121 135 144 
1973 127 139 138 130 145 157 
1974 137 157 167 143 160 174 
Source: Computed by author from Annual Report of Secretary of Board of Education, 
Form FD/5. 
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Wayne County increasing approximately 90 percent, or an increase of approximately $20 
per A.D.A. The difference between the high and low county school districts' current 
expenditures was a substantial $169 per A.D.A. in 1974 or approximately 18 percent. 
All the case counties fell below the average for all school districts in the state throughout 
the period except for Douglas County in 1966 and 1967 . 
The difference in current expenditures per A. D.A. of school districts in the five case 
counties did not appear ro be directly related to the percentage of a county's rotalland 
owned by the public agencies included in the study . The relationship between current 
expenditures and different predominant public land uses was even less obvious . 
Generally, it was observed that those counties where the public land holdings included a 
large water impoundment spent less per A.D.A . than the county in which all the public 
land was employed in land-related activities. 
Real Estate Tax Effort 
As in the case of the County Court, a measure of real estate tax etfort for school 
districts in the five case counties was constructed by dividing real estate tax revenue by 
personal income. Comparison between case counties is f.'lcilitated by Table 16. The 
result ing pat terns that developed over the 1966-74 period were mixed. Tax effort tended 
to decrease for districts in Stone, Dallas and Wayne Counties but declined at markedly 
different rates. Similarly the upward trends observed in Cedar and Douglas Counties were 
at distinctly different rates. School districts in counties having the greatest public land 
intensity, Stone and Wayne, experienced decreases in their indices while the more 
moderately public land intense Douglas and Cedar Counties showed tax effort rising . 
While the twO counties havi ng the largest water-related predominant public land use 
acreages generally fell considerably below Dallas County's tax effort index after 1968, it is 
not clear that the explanation rests with the difference in this factor except in Stone 
YEAR 
J966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
TABLE 16 
SCHOOL DISTRICT REAL ESTATE TAX REVENUE AS A 
PERCENT OF PERSONAL INCOME FOR FIVE 
MISSOURI COUNTIES, 1966 -74 
DALLAS CEDAR DOUGLAS STONE 
1. 63 1. 39 1. 52 1. 97 
1. 49 1. 39 1. 34 1.93 
1. 52 1. 49 1. 39 1. 76 
1. 46 1. 39 1. 89 1. 76 
1. 57 1. 46 1. 67 1. 51 
1. 50 1. 60 2.02 1. 23 
1. 52 1. 79 2. 15 1. 10 
1. 28 1. 64 1. 96 1. 07 
1. 16 1. 61 1. 71 1. 04 
WAYNE 
1. 37 
1. 37 
1. 28 
1. 28 
1. 36 
1. 25 
1. 17 
1. 20 
1. 21 
Source: Computed by author from the Annual Report of the Proceedings of the 
Missouri State Tax Commission, Annual Financial Statements of the County 
(Apportionment of School Funds), and Sales Management Survey of Buying 
Power. 
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County where very rapidly rising personal income can be tied to the economic growth 
associated with Table Rock Lake . However, no strong relationship between the degree of 
public land ownership in a county and the real estate tax effort of school districts in the 
same county was apparent. 
Potential Tax Revenue Compared to 
Public Agency Payments 
The potential real estate tax revenue from public land foregone by school districts was 
estimated for each land owning agency within each county for 1974. When an agency's 
land ownership was readily identified with a particular school district, the tax rate of that 
school district was applied to the estimated assessed valuation to determine the potential 
tax revenue. In those instances where land of a public agency was located within two or 
more school districts in the county, a weighted average tax rate based on assessed 
valuation was employed to estimate the potential taxes sacrificed . The difference between 
these estimates and actual shared revenue payments and payments in lieu of taxes, with 
and wi thout forest consolidation, were computed for each agency and then aggregated for 
the county. A summary of the results by county are presented in Figure 4. 
Without forest consolidation, the actual situation in 1974, the potential tax revenue 
exceeded shared revenue payments and payments in lieu of taxes in all five case counties, 
ranging from as much as 91¢ per acre in Stone County down to 9 .4¢ in Wayne County . It 
should be noted that the upward bias in estimated assessed valuations of public land 
mentioned earlier in regards to the County Court applies equally to school districts. 
Assuming consolidation of the national forests in 1974, there would have been no 
effect on either Cedar or Dallas Counties. However, in the case of districts in Douglas and 
StOne Counties, the effect would have been financially beneficial. Douglas County's 
districts would have benefited to the extent that shared revenue payments would have 
then exceeded potential revenue by 23. 6¢ per acre, an amount equivalent to slightly less 
than $4 per A.D .A. For school districts in Douglas County, forest consolidation would 
have made a difference of approximately $21,500, or roughly $8.50 per A.D .A. con-
sidering all students in the county. However, it should be pointed out that not all 
districts in the county receive a share of the Forest Fund and the amount paid to eligible 
districts varies over a wide range . As a consequence, the per A.D.A. increase in some 
districts undoubtedly would be significantly greater than $8.50 . 
While potential tax revenue would have still exceeded shared revenue payments to 
school districts in StOne County by 75. 5¢ per acre, or approximately $16 per A. D.A. , 
this would have represented a red uction of 15 . 5¢ per acre . In StOne County this difference 
would have been about $8 ,600 or approximately $7.50 per A .D.A. for the twO school 
districts in that county which receive the bulk of the Forest Fund. 
On the other hand, Wayne County's school districts would have experienced some 
financial adversity from forest consolidation . The analysis showed that potential tax 
revenue would have exceeded shared revenue by 31. 9¢ per acre or more than $24 per 
A.D.A. This would represent an increase of 22. 5¢ per acre and would have amounted to 
about $35,600 or approximately $17.75 per A.D.A. for two districts which receive 
nearly all the schools' share of the Forest Fund in Wayne County. 
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FIGURE 4. THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PER ACRE ESTIMATED POTEN-
TIAL TAX REVENUE FROM PUBLIC LAND AND SHARED REVENUE 
J;>AYMENTS OF PUBLIC AGENCIES TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN FIVE 
MISSOURI COUNTIES WITH AND WITHOUT FOREST CONSOLIDATION 
FOR 1974 
Dollars 
POTENTIAL 
TAX 
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EXCEEDS 
SHARED 
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PAYMENT 
SHARED 
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-;. Public Acreage = Difference/acre. 
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REGRESSION RESULTS 
It was pointed out earlier that local concern over the acqUIsition of land by 
government agencies stems from its tax exempt status. This in turn is thought to erode 
the local tax base, thus leading to the imposition of financial hardships on affected local 
governments. Evidence of higher effective real estate t~x rates and/or decreases in per 
capita expenditures for local public services as the proportion of public land in a 
jurisdiction increased would lend support to that argument. 
However , it was also pointed out previously in this paper that public land employed 
in different predominant uses may significantly influence the value ofland remaining in 
the tax base. Empirical evidence strongly suggests that land values increase substantially 
near water-based public recreation projects . Therefore , by differentiating between public 
land used in predominantly land-related activities and those used in predominantly 
water~related activities it is hypothesized that the financial impact of public land 
ownership on local government finances is determined in part by these different 
predominant uses . 
Multiple regression coefficients of selected explanatory variables were estimated by 
least squares procedures to test the hypotheses. The results of four regression 
equations-tax rate and expenditure equations for the County Court and school districts 
by county-are reported in the remainder of this chapter. Of particular interest is the 
significance of the twO explanatOry variables measuring the intensity of public land 
employed predominantly in land-related and water-related activities . 
Public Land Impact on County 
Court Finances 
The Effective Real Estate 
Tax Rate 
The results of regressing the County Court effective real estate tax rate on eight 
explanatory variables are summarized in Table 17 . The coefficient of determination (R 2), 
measuring the percentage of raw variance explained by the regression line , was. 58 and 
significant at the 1 percent level. 
Of the eight independent variables included in Model I, six were statistically 
significant at the 5 percent level and the directional relationships between these six 
variables and the dependent variable were consistent with those hypothesized . While 
neither the variable measuring land-related public land intensity (Xl) nor the dummy 
variable identifying counties south of the Missouri River (Xs) were statistically 
,ignificant, the signs on both coefficients were those expected . 
The Beta coefficients (standardized regression coefficients) are used to measure the 
relative importance of independent variables in explaining or predicting the dependent 
variable. The absolute size of the Beta coefficient (-.21) for the water-related public land 
intensity variable (X2) was three times greater than the Beta value (.07) for the 
land-related public land intensity variable (Xl) . The latter was shown to have the weakest 
effect on the real estate tax rate of the variables included. Both were greatly exceeded in 
relative importance by per capita market value of real estate (- . 79) and to a lesser degree by 
per capita expenditures (.35) and real estate tax revenue as a percent of tOtal local revenue 
(.33). 
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TABLE 17 
RESULTS OF REGRESSING EFFECTIVE TAX RATE (Y1) 
ON SELECTED EXPLANATORY VARIABLES, 75 
MISSOURI COUNTY COURTS, 1974 
REGRESSION 
VARIABLEa COEFFICIENT 
Xl 0.029 
X2 -0.258 
X3 0.111 
X4 0.093 
X5 0. 171 
X6 0.144 
X7 
-0 .047 
Xs -0 . 858 
Intercept 3.449 
R2 0.58 
F-Value 11.4S** 
Source: Appendix C, Table 2. 
*Significant at the 5 percent level. 
**Significant at the 1 percent level. 
VALUE 
0.71 
-2. 59* 
3.81** 
2.68** 
2.08 * 
2.07* 
-7.38** 
-0.95 
aX1 land-related public land as a percent of total land. 
X2 water-related public land as a percent of total land. 
X3 real estate tax revenue as a percent of total local revenue. 
X4 expenditures/dollars per capita. 
X5 Federal Revenue Sharing Fund/ dollars per capita. 
X6 personal income/$100 per capita. 
~ market value of real estate/$100 per capita. 
X8 dummy variable where 1 = county south of the Missouri River. 
BETA 
COEFFICIENT 
0.07 
-0.21 
O. 33 
O. 35 
0.21 
0.21 
-0.79 
-0.11 
It was found that the differentiation between public land used predominantly in 
land-related activities and water-related activities contributed substantially to the 
explanation of the variance observed in effective tax rates of County Courts . A regression 
was fitted which included the same variables except Xl and X2 were summed and 
included as a single public land intensity variable. (See Table 18). This regression showed 
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TABLE 18 
RESULTS OF FOUR REGRESSIONS FITTED FOR THE EFFECTIVE TAX RA TE (Y 1) 
AND SELECTED EXPLANATORY VARIABLES, 75 MISSOURI COUNTY COURTS, 197 4 
REGRESSION t REGRESSION t REGRESSION t REGRESSION t 
VARIABLE 
a 
COEFFICIENT VALUE COEFFICIENT VALUE COEFFICIENT VALUE COEFFICIENT VALUE 
Xl .029 0.71 .021 0. 51 
X2 - . 258 - 2. 59* -.253 -2. 55* 
X1+X2 - . 017 -0.46 
X3 .111 3.81** . 114 3.98** . 106 3.53** . 111 3. 67 ** 
X4 .093 2.68** .090 2. 63 * .090 2 . 50 * . 087 2.42* 
VI X5 . 171 2.08 * .164 
'D 
2.03 * . 194 2.29* . 183 2. 15* 
X6 . 144 2.07 * .132 1. 96 .154 2. 14* . 138 1. 90 
~ -.047 -7.38 ** -.047 -7 . 37 ** -.049 -7.42** -. 048 -7.24** 
X8 -.858 -0.95 -.756 -0.85 - 1. 12 -1. 20 - .958 -1. 02 
Intercept 3. 449 3.790 3.288 3.769 
R2 0.582 0. 579 0. 540 0.539 
F-Value 11. 48** 13. 15** 11. 22 ** 11. 20 ** 
Source: Appendix C, Table 2. 
*Significant at the 5 percent level. 
**Significant at the 1 percent level. 
a see Appendix C , Table 6 for definition of variables. 
an RZ of . 539 compared to .582 when each was included separately . This single public 
land intensity coefficient. while not statistically significant. was negative. which 
conflicts with the hypothesis that local real estate tax rates are adversely affected (i .e .• tax 
rates are greater) as public land intensity increases . 
However. when a distinction in the predominant use of public land was introduced by 
including land-related and water-related public land intensity as separate variables a 
positive (0 .029). though not significant. relationship between land-related public land 
intensity and the effective tax rate of County Courts was observed. At the same time. the 
regression coefficient for the water-related public land intensity variable was negative 
(-0.258) and statistically significant . Thus. Model I lends support to the hypothesis 
being tested. namely that different predominant uses of public land result in different 
directional impacts on local government finances (the effective real estate tax rate of the 
County Court in this case) . 
Per Capita Expenditures 
Table 19 provides asummary of the results of regressing per capita expenditures of the 
County Court on seven explanatory variables. Model II explained 77 percent of the 
variation in per capita expenditures (R Z = .77) and was significant at the 1 percent level. 
While four of the independent variables were statistically significant at the 5 percent 
level. neither of the variables measuring public land intensity (Xl and Xz) were 
significant . Similarly it was found that per capita personal income did not contribute 
significantly to the explanation of the variation in per capita expenditures of the County 
Court although the sign on the coefficient was as expected. 
With the exception of the variable measuring water-related public land intensity 
(Xz). the signs on the coefficients were consistent with those hypothesized . In the case of 
Xz underemployment of resources used to produce certain public services may provide an 
explanation for reduced expenditures per capita. That is. population growth associated 
with water-related public land investment may enable more efficient production of some 
county provided services . The negative directional relationship of both public land 
intensity variables (-0 .222 and -0.445) fails to suppOrt the basic hypothesis being tested. 
but lends support to the secondary hypothesis. 
The Beta coefficients of the twO public land variables (Xl and Xz) indicate that the 
relative importance of both was considerably less than the other variables included in the 
model. with the exception of per capita personal income (Xs) . However, the land-related 
public land variable's Beta coefficient (-.13) showed it to be slightly more important than 
the water-related variable (- . 10) in explaining the variation in per capita expenditures on 
services provided by the County Court . 
When Xl and Xz were summed and entered in Model II as a single variable measuring 
public land intensity. there was virtually no difference in the percent of variation 
explained (R2 = .767 compared to R2 = .769) . (See Table 20). This single public land 
intensity coefficient was statistically significant at the 5 percent level. Its negative 
relationship with the dependent variable lends support to the argument that per capita 
expenditures are adversely affected (i.e .• are lower) as public land intensity increases . 
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TABLE 19 
RESULTS OF REGRESSING PER CAPITA EXPENDITURES (Y ) 
ON SELECTED EXPLANATORY VARV\BLES, 75 MISSOURI2 
COUNTY COURTS, 1974 
REGRESSION t BETA 
VARIA BLE
a COEFFICIENT VA LUE COEFFICIENT 
Xl - 0.222 
X2 
- 0. 445 
X3 - 0. 189 
X4 
-0. 027 
X5 1. 421 
Xs 0.137 
~ -7 . IS O 
Intercept 39. 312 
R2 0.77 
F-Value 31. 85 ** 
Source : Appendix C , Table 3. 
*Significant at the 5 percent level. 
* *Signific ant at the 1 percent level. 
-1. 89 
-1. 52 
-2.82** 
- 2.73** 
7.81 ** 
0.73 
- 3. 14** 
aX land-re lated public land as a percent of total land. 
1 
X
2 
water-r e lated public land as a percent of total land. 
X3 population per square mile. 
X
4 
county size / l000 acres. 
X5 non-local revenue/dollars per capita. 
Xs personal income /$100 per capita. 
~ = dummy variable where 1 = county south of the Missour i River. 
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- 0. 13 
-0. 10 
- 0.2 1 
-0. 18 
0.5S 
O. 05 
- 0. 25 
0\ 
IV 
TABLE 20 
RESULTS OF FOUR REGRESSIONS FITTED FOR PER CAPITA EXPENDITURES (Y2) AND 
SELECTED EXPLANATORY VARIABLES. 75 MISSOURI COUNTY COURTS, 1974 
REGRESSION REGRESSION REGRESSION REGRESSION 
VARIABLEa COEFFICIENT VALUE COEFFICIENT VALUE COEFFICIENT VALUE COEFFICIENT 
Xl - 0. 222 -1. 89 - 0. 224 - 1. 88 
X2 
- 0. 445 - 1. 52 -0. 450 -1. 51 
Xl + X2 - 0.255 
X3 -0.189 -2 . 82** -0.17 2 - 2.5·!' - 0. 165 - 2.50 * - 0. 182 
X4 -0 . 027 -2.73** -0.033 -3. 3~** -0.029 - 2.82*- - 0.027 
X5 1. 421 7.81 ** 1. 387 7. 52 ~' * 1. 392 7. 62 *' 1. 413 
X6 O. 137 0.73 O. 182 0.96 0. 11-1 0.60 O. 121 
X7 
-7 . 160 -3 .14** - 8.250 -3.68 *' -7.870 - 3.50** -7.295 
Intercept 39.312 39.397 39.902 39.556 
R2 0. 769 0. 757 0. 761 0.767 
F-Value 31. 85 ** 35. 23** 36 . 08 ** 37.38 .* 
Source: Appendix C, Table 3. 
*Significant at the 5 percent level. 
**Significant at the 1 per cent level. 
asee Appendix C, Table 7 for definition of variables. 
VALUE 
-2.35* 
-2.76** 
- 2.71** 
7 .81** 
0.65 
-3 . 23 ** 
The Effective Real Estate 
Tax Rate 
Public Land Impact on 
School District Finances 
A regression was fitted in which seven explanatory variables explained 80 percent of 
the variation in the effective real estate tax rate for school distr icts (R 2 = .80) and was 
highly sig nificant. The results are summarized in Table 21. 
TABLE 21 
RESULTS OF REGRESSING EFFECTIVE TAX RATE (Y3) 
ON SELECTED EXPLANATORY VARIABLES, SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS IN 75 MISSOURI COUNTIES, 1974 
VARIABLEa 
Intercept 
R2 
F-Value 
REGRESSION 
COEFFICIENT 
0.462 
-0. 479 
-1. 312 
-0. 222 
1. 417 
O. 305 
-3.671 
49. 125 
0.80 
38 . 09** 
Source: Appendix C, Table 4. 
*Significant at the 5 percent level. 
**Significant at the 1 percent level. 
t 
VALUE 
4. 16 ** 
-1. 57 
-4.68 ** 
-12.77 ** 
9.22 ** 
2.26* 
-1. 74 
aX1 = land-related public land as a percent of total land. 
X2 = water-related public land as a percent of total land. 
X3 population age 65 and over as a percent of total population. 
X4 market value of real estate/ $100 per capita. 
X5 property tax revenue as a percent of total revenue receipts. 
BETA 
COEFFICIENT 
0.26 
-0.10 
-0.30 
-0.92 
0. 76 
0.14 
-0.12 
X6 debt service plus capital outlay as a percent of gross expenditures. 
x., dummy variable where 1 = county south of the Missouri River. 
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Five of the seven explanatory variables were statistically significant at the 5 percent 
level and the signs on the coefficients were those anticipated. While the water-related 
public land intensity variable (X2) and the dummy variable identifying counties south of 
the Missouri River (X7) were not significant , their directional relationship with the 
dependent variable agreed with the signs hypothesized for Model III. 
The absolute size of the Beta coefficients indicates that the variable measuring 
land-related public land intensity (.26) was fourth in relative importance of the variables 
included. The water-related public land variable (. 10) was shown to have relatively the 
least effect on the tax rate of the seven explanatory variables. The relative importance of 
per capita market value of real estate (-.92) and of ptoperty tax revenue as a percent of total 
revenue receipts (.76) greatly exceeded both public land intensi ty variables. Summing X I 
and X2 into a single variable measuring public land intensity resulted in a highly 
significant positive coefficient. (See Table 22). The value of the R2 fell slightly from 
0.799 to 0.766. The positive sign on this coefficient appears to lend support to the 
hypothesis that local real estate tax rates of school districts are adversely affected as public 
land intensity increases. 
However, the hypothesized Model III , which distinguishes between land-related and 
water-related predominant uses, suggests that the directional impact on school district 
tax rates was determined in part by the type of public land investment. Thus, Model III 
supports the basis hypothesis. 
Per A. D . A. Expenditures 
Table 23 summarizes the results of regressing per A .D.A. expenditures of school 
districts by county on eight explanatory variables. The regression fitted explained 63 
percent of the variation in per A.D.A . expenditures (R2 = .63) and was highly 
significant. 
Of the eight regressors included in Model IV, five were shown to be statistically 
significant at the 5 percent level. However , the sign on the variable measuring per capita 
income (X7) was negative where a positive relationship had been anticipated. Neither of 
the variables measuring public land intensity (Xl and X2) proved to be significant, nor 
was the dummy variable (Xs) identifying those counties south of the Missouri River. In 
addition, the negative sign associated with the water-related public land intensity 
variable (X2) was not expected. While the negative directional relationship of both public 
land intensity variables did not conform with the primary hypothesis under investiga-
tion, it appeared to lend some suppOrt to the hypothesis that local finances are adversely 
affected (lower per A.D .A. expenditures in this case) as the proportion of public land 
increases . The magnitude of both these coefficients, however, was relatively small 
(-1. 009 and -1.853) when compared with the mean per A .D.A . expenditures ($871. 54). 
The Beta coefficients indicated that both the land-related and water-related public 
land intensity variables were relatively less important in explaining the variation in per 
A .D.A. expenditures of school districts than the other variables included in Model IV. 
The absolute size of the Beta coefficients for per A.D.A. non-local revenue (.61), per 
A .D.A . assessed valuation (.56) and the enrollment to staff ratio (-.43) indicated these 
variables were from four to eight rimes more important relative to the public land 
intensity variables in explaining variation in the dependent variable. 
No visible difference in goodness of fit was discernible when the land-related and 
water-related public land intensity variables (Xl and X2) were summed and substituted as 
a single variable. (See Table 24) . Both regressions explained 63 percent of the variation. 
The coefficient of this single public land intensity variable indicated a negative, though 
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TABLE 22 
RESULTS OF FOUR REGRESSIONS FITTED FOR THE EFFECTIVE TAX RATE (Y3) 
AND SELECTED EXPLANATORY VARIABLES FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN 
75 l\IISSOURI COUNTIES, 1974 
REGRESSION REGRESSION REGRESSION 
VARIABLEa COEFFICIENT VALUE COEFFICIENT VALUE COEFFICIENT VALUE 
Xl 0. 462 4.16** 0. 4~8 3.95 ** 
X
2 
-0. 479 -1. 57 -0.306 - 0.91 
Xl ', X2 
X3 -1. 312 -4.68 " -1. 485 -4. 81 *' -1. 488 -5 . 73 '* 
X4 
-0.222 
-12 . 77 ** -0. 206 -10. 92" -0. 222 
-12 . 67 ** 
X5 1. 417 9.22 ** 1. 282 7.66 " 1. 444 9.36 *' 
X O. 305 2 . 26 * 0.312 2. 08 ' 0.257 1.93 6 
X7 
-3.671 1. 74 -1. 930 -0.8 4 -4. 141 1. 96 
Intercept 49 . 125 54. 981 51. 565 
R2 0 . 799 0. 747 0.792 
F-Value 38.09 H 33.50*' 43. 11 ** 
Sourc e : Appendix C . Table 4. 
*Significant at the 5 percent le vel. 
"Significant at the 1 pe rcent level. 
a See Appendix C , Table 8 for de finition of variables. 
REGRESSION t 
COEFFICIENT VALUE 
0.322 3 . 10 ** 
1. 631 
-6.08 ** 
-0. 219 -12.05 ** 
1. 430 8 . 88 ** 
0.229 1. 65 
-4.038 
-1. 83 
54.307 
0.776 
39 . 22 ** 
TABLE 23 
RESULTS OF REGRESSING PER A. D. A. EXPENDITURES (Y ) 
ON SELECTED EXPLANATORY VARIABLES, SCHOOL 4 
DISTRICTS IN 75 MISSOURI COUNTIES , 1974 
REGRESSION BETA 
VARIABLEa COEFFICIENT VALUE COEFFICIENT 
Xl - 1. 009 - 1. 06 
X2 -1. 853 -0.80 
X3 - 16. 545 -4. 98 ** 
X 
4 
O. 435 4. 96 ** 
X5 2.996 2.47 * 
X6 1. 422 5. 37 ** 
X7 -3 . 538 - 2 . 53 * 
X8 - 27 . 716 -1. 54 
Intercept 856 . 018 
R2 0.63 
F-Value 14. 07 ** 
Source: Appendix C, Table 5. 
*Significant at the 5 percent level. 
**Significant at the 1 percent level. 
aX land-related public land as a percent of total l and . 
1 
water-related public land as a percent of total land. 
ratio of enrollment to staff. 
non-local revenue / dollars per A. D. A. 
percent of faculty having M. S. degree or higher. 
assessed valuation/$100 per A. D. A. 
persona l income/$100 per capita. 
-0. 10 
- 0.07 
-0 . 43 
0.61 
0.21 
0.56 
- 0. 22 
-0. 16 
dummy variable where 1 = county south of Missouri River . 
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TABLE 24 
RESULTS OF FOUR REGRESSIONS FITTED FOR PER A. D. A. EXPENDITURES (Y ) 
AND SELECTED EXPLANATORY VARIABLES FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS 4 
IN 75 MISSOURI COUNTIES, 1974 
REGRESSION REGRESSION t REGRESSION t REGRESSION 
VARIABLE
a COEFFICIENT VALUE COEFFICIENT VALUE COEFFICIENT VALUE COEFFICIENT VALUE 
Xl -1. 009 -1. 06 -1. 067 -1. 13 
X -1. 853 -0. 80 -2.046 -0.88 
2 
Xl + X2 
-1. 132 -1. 34 
X3 -16.545 -4. 98** - 17 . 272 - 5. 30** -16 . 515 -4.98** - 16.468 -5.01** 
X4 
0.435 4.96** 0.397 4.94** 0.440 5.05** 0.440 5. 18** 
0\ 
---J X5 2.996 2.47 * 3. 108 2.57 * 3.368 3.02* 3. 123 2. 74** 
X 1. 422 5. 37 ** 1. 372 5.26** 1. 419 5.37 ** 1.425 5.43** 
6 
~ - 3 . 538 -2. 53* -3. 316 -2.40* -3.505 - 2. 52* -3.549 - 2.56* 
X8 -27.716 -1. 54 -28.148 -1. 56 -29.827 -1. 68 -28.427 1. 60 
Intercept 856.018 879.772 841. 746 848.520 
R2 0. 630 0.624 0.627 0.630 
F - Value 14.07** 15.88** 16.07** 16.27** 
Source: Appendix C, Table 5. 
*Significant at 5 percent level. 
* *Significant at 1 percent level. 
aSee Appendix C, Table 9 for definition of variables. 
not statistically significant, relationship with per A.D.A . expenditLIres. This negative 
directional relationship corroborated the hypothesis which claims that adverse financial 
consequences for local governments result from increases in public land ownership. 
However, the size of the coefficient was relatively small requiring relatively large 
percentage increases in public land before decreases in per A . D .A . expenditures would be 
considered at all substantial. 
The Dummy Variable 
A dummy variable identifying counties south of the Missouri River was included in 
each of the models. A negative coefficient for this variable (representing a vertical shift 
downward of the regression) was observed in each model. The shifts represent 
approximately 7.5 percent (Model I) and 8. 1 percent (Model III) of the mean effective real 
estate tax for county governments and school districts by county. Shifts amounting to 
roughly 21.6 percent of the mean per capi ta expendi tures for services provided by the 
County Court (Model II) and 3. 1 percent of the mean per A. D .A. expenditures of school 
districts by county are indicated by the dummy variable coefficients. 
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND OBSERVATIONS 
This section is comprised of three pares. A summary of the problem , objectives and 
methodology of this study is presented, the conclusions are enumerated, and observations 
regarding possible institutional changes suggested by the results ofthe study are made. 
Problems, Objectives and 
Methodology 
An expression of concern by a large cross-section of individuals and interest groups 
throughout the country regarding the issues associated with the acquisition of land by 
governments is evidenced by the formal statements and informal comments of 
landowners and local officials, as well as the numerous government studies conducted 
over the last four decades . The immunity of public land from taxation is perceived to be 
the source of this problem . Depending on real property taxes as a major source of revenue, 
local officials and landowners are quick to view public acquisition of land as an erosion of 
the local tax base, which in turn leads to adverse fiscal impacts for local governments and 
inequities for local taxpayers. The extremely unequal distribution of public land among 
local jurisdictions magnifies the problem as seen through the eyes of those in jurisdictions 
with relatively high public land intensities. 
While the evidence confirms the existence of widespread interest in the issues arising 
from decisions by governments to acquire and own lands, it also reveals the existence of a 
high degree of confusion. The mulciformity of intergovernmental relationships 
stemming from the large number of public land owning agencies and the statutes 
defining these relationships contributes substantially to this confusion. 
Those who dogmatically accept the argument that the acquisition of public land 
necessarily leads to local fiscal adversity fail to understand or accept the important 
distinction between changes in size and value of a tax base. The relationship between 
changes in size and value of a tax base need not be a positive one. Empirical evidence 
suggests that the type of activity undertaken on land acquired by government can have a 
significant impact on the value of private land remaining in the tax base. Secondly, 
provisions to compensate local governments for real property tax losses by payments in 
lieu of taxes and shared revenue payments often go unrecognized, or the adequacy of this 
compensation is undetermined . 
Clearly the legislative intent, particularly in this century, has been to compensate 
subordinate governments for revenue losses associated with the acquisition of land by 
government. The level of compensation, however, generally has been determined by 
political expediency rather than economic analysis. 
This study was an effort to eliminate some of the confusion, and to shed light on what 
are considered two fundamental questions by employing the tools of economic analysis. 
What is the directional impact of public land ownership on local government finances? 
Do public lands employed in different predominant uses impose different directional 
impacts on local government finances? 
A close look at the institutional arrangements defining the relationships between six 
land-owning government agencies (four federal and twO state) and the subordinate 
jurisdictions in which public land is located revealed these relationships to be 
considerably less than uniform. This lack of uniformity was evidenced by the application 
of different criteria in determining the basis for payment, the level and timing of 
payments, the eligibility oflands to receive payments, the government unit receiving the 
payment, and the purposes for which payments may be expended. 
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Four of the six agencies included in this study provide compensatory payments to 
subordinate governments . The U .S. Forest Service and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
share a percentage of the revenue generated from certain activities on the lands 
administered by each with subordinate units of government. Payments in lieu of taxes are 
made by the U .S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Missouri Department of Conservation 
(only on those lands certified as forest crop land). The National Park Service and the 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources make no direct compensatOry payments to 
local government units . 
While the level of payments in lieu of taxes is essentially a legislative decision, the 
level of shared revenue payments made to local units of government is influenced 
considerably by administrative decisions made within an agency. The administrative 
decision to consolidate the Clark and Mark Twain National Forests in Missouri into a 
single administrative unit is a prime example . The short-run impact of this decision on 
several counties and school districts will be substantial. 
In those instances where shared revenue payments or payments in lieu of taxes are 
earmarked for specific uses by statute, considerable discretion appears to be exercised by 
some local governments in the distribution of these payments among the earmarked uses. 
Such discretionary distributional power may prevent school districts from receiving their 
equitable share of some payments. 
More than ten government studies of the issues associated with public land ownership 
and its bearing on local government finances were conducted between 1935 and 1970. 
Generally, the reported findings were more descriptive than analytical, and the 
conclusions reached were somewhat inconsistent . However , considerable empirical 
evidence indicating a significant positive relationship between land values and public 
investment in reservoirs has been developed in a number of studies . In the relatively few 
studies which have focused on the specific issues of public land ownership and local 
government fiscal problems, no consensus was evident. 
The fiscal impact on local governments from public ownership ofland immune from 
taxation might be felt on the revenue side, the expenditure side or both . An inequitable 
share of the costs of public land ownership might be claimed if effective tax rates on real 
estate increased as the proportion of public land in a local jurisdiction increased. 
Similarly, if per capita expenditures on local government services (a proxy for economic 
welfare) decreased as the proportion of public land increased, a claim of inequity might be 
justified. Stated formally, this hypothesis says that the fiscal condition of local 
governments is adversely affected by public ownership of land through tax base 
reductions and a consequent increase in relative COStS of local government to citizens of 
these jurisdictions with large proportions of public land. 
While the test of this hypothesis was of some importance to this study, it was 
secondary to the test of the basic hypothesis that public land employed in different 
predominant uses exert different directional impacts on local government finances 
through changes in the tax base brought about by changes in the productivity of private 
land induced by different activities on the public land . 
Land owned by public agencies which is essentially rural and extensively employed is 
the definition of public land as it applies to this study. Specifically, public lands are 
defined as those lands administered by the following agencies: (1) U .S. Forest Service, (2) 
U .S. Corps of Engineers, (3) U .S. Fish and Wildlife Service, (4) National Park Service, 
(5) Missouri Department of Conservation, (6) Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources. These public lands were then characterized as either land-related or 
water-related on the basis of their predominant use. 
The six agencies provided the information on the amount and location of the public 
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land. The county was the smallest political subdivision for which this information was 
available. The population of public land in counties range from zero to 37.2 percent in 
Missouri. 
Two different analytical p(ocedures were used to test the hypothesis. A case study of 
five Missouri counties with public land intensities ranging from less than one percent to 
more than 33 percent and with different combinations of land-related and water-related 
predominant uses was completed for the period 1965-74. Changes through time in the 
tax base, revenues, expenditures and tax effort of the County Court and school districts 
were analyzed. School district data were aggregated by county because information on 
public land by school district was not available. The difference between potential real 
estate tax revenue per acre and each local government's share of payments made by 
agencies administering public land was estimated. To the extent that the first exceeded 
the latter, contributions-in-kind by public agencies would have to exceed direct burdens 
imposed on the local government as a result of public land onwership in order to 
neutralize the financial impact on the local government. National forest consolidation in 
Missouri in 1976 will have a substantial distributional impact on the level of payments 
made by the U.S. Forest Service. For this reason the difference between potential taxes 
and agency payments were estimated both with and without forest consolidation. 
To permit comparisons among local governments, it was assumed that community 
indifference curves between public and private goods would be the same for similar units 
of local government . Secondly, no economies of scale or location were assumed to be 
present . 
Least squares estimation procedures were used as a second test of the hypothesis . 
Multiple regression coefficients of selected variables associated with variations in effective 
real estate tax rates and per capita expenditures (per A. D.A . for school districts) were 
estimated . The significance of two independent variables measuring the intensity of 
public land employed predominantly in land-related and water-related uses was of 
particular interest. Seventy-five third anJ fourth class counties in Missouri constituted 
the observational units for this part of the analysis. Two regressions were fitted for both 
the County Court and for school districts-one for each with the effective real estate tax as 
the dependent variable and one for each with per capita expenditures (per A.D.A. for 
school districts) as the dependent variable. The basic hypothesis would be supported by 
one positive and one negative coefficient on the two public land variables, while the same 
sign on both variables would offer evidence against it. However, positive signs on both 
public land variables for the tax rate regressions or negative signs for both public land 
variables for the expenditure regressions would support the secondary hypothesis that the 
fiscal capacity of local governments is adversely affected by public land ownership. 
Summary of Findings 
The principal findings of this study are summarized below: 
1. The confusion existing among parries interested in the effects of public land 
ownership is fostered, in part, by the multiplicity of institutional arrangements defined 
by an unnecessarily large number of statutes revealing the absence of any uniform policy. 
Formulas used to determine the level of payments made by public land owning agencies 
are generally devoid of any economic analysis or research . 
2. Discretionary power granted the County Court by Missouri statutes regarding the 
distribution of Flood Control monies appeared to serve the financial interests of the 
county government at the expense of school districts. Insufficient information regarding 
total payment to the county and the degree of public land intensity by school district, in 
addition to ignorance of the law were seen as possible explanations for this situation. 
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3. The differences observed in tax structure, revenues and expenditures on services of 
neither county governments nor school districts could be traced to different degrees of 
public land intensi ty from evidence provided by the case study. Further, no 
generalization regarding the impact of different predominant use of public land on the 
fiscal capacities of either of these jurisdictions was possible from the case county data. 
4. Assuming national forest consolidation, public land owning agency payments 
shared by the County Court generally exceeded potential real estate tax revenue . 
However, the school districts' share of these payments generally was less than potential 
real estate tax revenue . This suggests that different political subdivisions within a county 
may experience very different fiscal impacts from public land ownership which may be 
traced ro existing institutional arrangements defining the distribution of these payments 
among different uses. 
5 . A positive relationship between land-related public land and effective real estate 
tax rate for both counties and school districts, and a negative relationship between 
water-related public land and this dependent variable were observed in two regression 
equations . Thus, Model I and Model III appear to support the basic hypothesis that 
different predominant uses of public land impose different directional impacts on local 
governments . The water-related coefficient was significant in Model I, while the 
coefficient on the land-related public land variable was highly significant in Model III. 
Existing institutional arrangements are viewed as a possible explanation for the difference 
in significance. 
6 . The negative relationship between both land-related and water-related public land 
and per capita expenditures (per A.D .A. for school districts) observed in Model II and 
Model IV does nOt conform to the basic hypothesis being tested . However , the negative 
signs on both coefficients, though none were statistically significant, tend to support the 
secondary hypothesis that the fiscal capacity oflocal governments are adversely affected by 
public land ownership. 
7. Counties and school districts located south of the Missouri River were observed ro 
have both lower effective real estate tax rates and per capita expenditures (per A. D .A . for 
schools) on the average than the sample population as a whole. This can be viewed as a 
reflection of the relatively lower level of wealth generally associated with the Ozarks, as 
well as the prevalent individualistic and traditionalistic political culture which confines 
government activities to a minimum . 
Observations 
Why did Model II and Model IV (expenditures) conflict with the basic hypothesis, 
while Model I and Model III (tax rate) tended to suppOrt it? Some observations are offered. 
While the effective real estate tax rate is determined in part by the market value of real 
property, the ability of a local government to generate real estate tax revenue for the 
purpose of expenditures is determined by the assessed value of real property along wi th the 
nominal tax rate. When nominal rates are at statutory maximums, as was observed in the 
sample population, changes in the level of tax revenue from this source is dependent solely 
upon changes in assessed valuation. While the evidence is convincing that public 
ownership ofland induces changes in the market value of nearby private land, translating 
this change in market value into proportional changes in the assessed valuation of the 
private land is not achieved in many instances. Consequently, the ability to generate 
revenue from real estate taxes to spend on locally provided public services may be 
hampered. 
Is it possible to avoid this situation? One possible remedy would be to require a 
complete reassessment of a political subdivision after some reasonable time subsequent to 
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the acquisition of a relatively large area by a public agency . The benefirlcost study 
required to justify a public investment decision would include the cost of the reappraisal. 
Who would pay the actual cost-the acquiring agency or the affected political 
subdivision taxpayer-is a question requiring investigation by researchers. Unless 
changes in real values of land resulting from public investment in land are equitably 
reflected by changes in the assessed valuation of the tax base , it will be difficult to 
determine the real impact of public land ownership on local government finances. 
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APPENDIX A 
DISCRETIONARY POWER AND THE DISTRIBUTION 
OF FLOOD CONTROL FUNDS BY THE COUNTY COURT 
Section 12.080, RS Mo 1969 states in parr: 
. . . the county court shall allow to the school districts and for roads an 
amount based upon their respective levies equal to that which would 
ordinarily be allowed to them out of taxes from property owned by the United 
States if the property were privately owned before using any of the moneys for 
defraying other expenses of the county. 1 (author's underscoring) 
If the Stone County Court's distribution of $12,227 to school distriCts and the Road 
Fund in 1974 represented the amount equal to potential taxes from Corps of Engineer 
land,2 then the average assessed valuation of that land would have been approximately 
$8.65 per acre, significantly less than the $41. 14 per acre average for land in the county. 3 
The above figure was estimated by assuming a tax rate of $3.60 per $100 assessed 
valuation and represents the sum of$ .35 Special Road and Bridge tax levy plus $3 .25, the 
weighted average of tax rates of school districts in the county receiving a share of these 
funds. 
Assessed Valuation (A V) = Payment in lieu of taxes - Tax Rate 
AV = $12,227 + .036 
A V = $339,639 
AV/Acre = $339,639 + 39,250 = $8.65 
However, since the amount of the payment made to both the Special Road and Bridge 
Fund and to the school districts in the county were equal ($6, 113.50) and their tax rates 
different, it follows that the estimated assessed valuation used to distribute Flood Control 
Funds between these two recipients would have to be different . 
For the Special Road and Bridge Fund the results show 
AV = $6,113.50 + .0035 
AV = $1,746,714 
AV/Acre = $1,746,714 + 39,250 = $44.50 
while for school districts the outcome was considerably different . 
AV = $6,113.50 + .0325 
AV = $188,108 
A V/Acre = $188,108 + 39,250 = $4.79 
In addition, half of the Flood Control Fund payment received in 1974 ($12,227) was 
paid into the General Fund by the Stone County Court to defray other expenses of the 
county. An estimated assessed valuation as low as $ 17.31 per acre would appear to require 
that all of that payment be distributed between the Road Fund and the school districts 
with 9.72 percent ($.35 - $3.60) or $2377 going to the first and 90.28 percent ($3.25-
$3.60) or $22,077 distributed to the school districts. As an alternative, the 25%-75% 
distribution formula used for payments received from the Forest Reserve Fund might be 
defendable . Regardless, given the discretionary method for determining distribution by 
'Chap. 12, RS Mo., 1969 
21974 Financial Statement for Stone County, Missouri, The Stone County Republican (Crane), March 6, 1975. 
329th Annual Report of the Proceedings and Decisions of the Missouri Srate Tax Commission, December 
31, 1974 , Table 1. 
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the County Court, it appears reasonable to conclude that school districts in this county 
were not granted equitable consideration when it came to the distribution of Flood 
Control Funds. 
A similar situation was observed in Wayne County in 1974 when the County Court 
distributed approximately 15 percent of the Flood Control Fund payment ($8, 15 7) to the 
Special Road and Bridge Fund and 25 percent ($.13,595) to school districts while 
transferring the remaining 60 percent ($32,629) into the General Fund .· Assuming the 
40 percent distributed to the first two represented the equivalent of potential tax revenue, 
the average assessed valuation of Corps of Engineer land in Wayne County would have 
been $ 12. 16 per acre , slightly less than the average for land in the county in 1974,5 and 
approximately one-fourth the value estimated by the County Assessor. A tax rate of$4. 10 
per $ 100 assessed valuation, representing the sum of the Special Road and Bridge tax rate 
and the school district weighted tax rate, was assumed. 
AV = $2 1,752 + .041 
AV = $530, 53 7 
AV/Acre = $530,537 + 43,626 = $12.16 
Considering the twO recipients separately once again provides significantly different 
results. For the Special Road and Bridge Fund it was found thar: 
AV = $8,157 + .0035 
AV = $2,330,571 
AV/Acre = $2,330,571 - 43,626 = $53.42 
and for school districts : 
AV = $1.'),595 + .037 5 
AV = $362 ,53 3 
AV/Acre = $362, 533 - 43,626 = $8.31. 
If in fact this land had an estimated average assessed value of $ 50 per acre it would 
appear that all of the $ 54, .~81 Flood Control Fund payment should have been distributed 
to the Road Fund and to school districts . An average assessed value as low as $30.40 per 
acre would generate that amount of revenue given the tax rate of $4.10 per $100 assessed 
valuation. It appears that less than equitable consideration has been the experience of 
school districts in Wayne County in regards to the distribution of Flood Control Funds . 
'Financial Statement for Wayne County, Missouri, Wayne County}ollmal Banner (Piedmont), March 13 , 
1975 . 
'29th Annual Report Missouri State Tax Commision, op. cit., Table 1. 
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APPENDIX B 
ASSESSMENT RATIOS 
The Missou.ri State Tax Commission provides the State Department of Elementary 
and Secondary Education a listing of assessment ratios by county each year to assist in 
determining school equalization funding. These ratios showed considerable uniformity 
prior to 1975, both among counties and over time, suggesting an unusually high degree 
of equality in assessments among counties in the state. However, the ratios certified by 
the Commission for 1975 showed dramatic changes which indicated great differences in 
assessment ratios.! A spokesman for the State Tax Commission indicated that the 1975 
ratios were based on information coIIecced in the AuditOr's study plus additional 
information at the disposal of the Commission. 2 
I Appendix B, Table 3. 
2Telephone conversation with Bob Love, Commissioner, Missouri State Tax Commission, Jefferson City, 
Missouri, May 12, 1976. 
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APPEN DIX T ABLE 1 
ASSESSMENT RATIOS CERTIFIED BY MISSOURI TAX COMMISSION 
1971-75 AND ASSESSMENT RATIO DETERMINED BY 
1975 STATE AUDITOR'S STUDY 
Auditor's 
1971a 1972a 1973a 1974a 1975a Studyb 
Adair 30.33 30.35 30.25 30.00 24 .8 18 .0 
Andrew 27.72 27.70 27 .70 27 .7 0 15.8 10.5 
Atchison 28 .54 28 .50 28 .50 28.00 23 .4 9.3 
Audrain 30.21 30.20 30.00 30.00 16. 1 11.0 
Barry 28 .74 29.00 29 .50 29.00 14.6 7.5 
Benton 29.98 30.00 30 .00 30.00 17.0 10.6 
Bollinger 33.66 33.00 30.00 30.00 15.4 8.9 
Butler 29.14 30.00 30 .00 30.00 17 .8 12.7 
Callaway 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00 17 .9 12.3 
Camden .11.3 1 .)1 .30 31.30 30 .00 12.8 10.4 
Carter 31.81 31.90 31.00 30.00 18.6 9 .7 
Cedar 29.22 29.30 29.30 29 .00 18.8 9.1 
Christian 32.02 32 .00 .noo 30.00 12.6 10.6 
Clark 30.00 30.00 30 .00 30.00 18 .0 12 .8 
Clinton 28.27 28.25 28.50 28 .00 21.4 16.2 
Cooper 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00 17.1 13 .3 
Crawford 33.19 33.20 31.00 30.00 24.6 18.8 
Dallas 31.11 31. 10 30.00 30.00 15.1 9.0 
Dent 33.21 30.00 30.00 30.00 24.1 14.0 
Douglas 29 . 11 29.20 29.20 29.20 19.3 5.6 
Gasconade 30.69 30.00 30 .00 30.00 20.0 17 .1 
Hickory 30.44 30.50 29.50 29.50 11.4 7.1 
Holt 25.53 25.53 27 .00 27.00 19.5 9.1 
Howard 29 .89 29 .90 29 .90 29.90 16.6 12 .8 
Howell 27 .20 27.20 28.00 28.00 19.5 13.8 
Iron 28.67 28 .70 28 .70 28.70 13 .2 8 .8 
Johnson 30 .00 30.00 30.00 30.00 21.5 15.4 
Knox 27.76 27 .75 27 .50 27.50 14.2 10.0 
Laclede 28 .3 5 28 .3 5 28.50 28.50 19.8 15 .6 
Lafayette 29 . 13 29.15 29.25 29.00 17 .3 12.6 
Lawrence 30.27 30.25 30.00 30.00 14.6 8.5 
Lewis 30.00 28 .00 27.50 27.50 15.8 15.8 
Lincoln 32.45 32.50 30.00 30.00 21.3 19.9 
McDonald 30 .84 30.85 30.00 30.00 13.7 9 .2 
Macon 29.17 29.80 29.80 29.80 24 .7 16.2 
Madison 30.36 30 .35 30.00 30.00 19.3 11.5 
Maries 30 .24 30.25 30.00 30.00 23.4 15.4 
Marion 30.46 30.50 30.00 30.00 23 .7 21.4 
Miller 29 .64 29.60 29.50 29.50 16.2 9.5 
Mississippi 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00 26.6 12 .7 
Moniteau 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00 25 .8 14.4 
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APPENDIX TABLE 1 (CON'T) 
Audiror's 
1971" 1972a 1973a 1974a 1075a Studyb 
Monroe 30 .00 30 .00 30 .00 30.00 16.7 11.3 
Montgomery 30 .00 30 .00 30.00 30.00 19.3 10.9 
Morgan 31. 12 31. 15 30 .00 30.00 14 .9 8 . 1 
New Madrid 30.32 30.35 30 .00 30.00 18.7 11. 9 
Newton 31. 42 31. 50 31.00 30 .00 22 . 1 12.4 
Oregon 27 .76 26.76 27 .00 27 .00 19.6 17.0 
Osage 30 .87 30.90 30.00 30.00 17 .7 8.7 
Ozark 30.00 30.00 30 .00 30.00 18.6 13.1 
Pemiscot 24.62 24 .70 25 .00 28 .00 20.5 14. 1 
Perry 32.40 32.50 3 1.00 30 .00 24. 4 15 .6 
Phelps 31.67 32.00 31.00 30 .00 22.3 20.1 
Pike 30 .37 30.40 30 .00 30 .00 24 .8 20.4 
Polk 28 .56 28 .80 29 .00 29.00 15.0 8.3 
Pulaski 30 .55 30 .00 29 .00 29 .00 20.1 15.3 
Ralls 3l.26 31.30 3 l.00 30 .00 17.6 13.7 
Randolph 30.00 30.00 30.00 30 .00 18.6 17 . 1 
Ray 30.00 30 .00 30.00 30.00 15 . 1 10.4 
Reynolds 29.4 3 30 . 10 .')0.00 30 .00 15.0 12.9 
Ripley 23.77 23 .75 25 .00 25.00 17 .0 9.8 
St. Clair 26.86 29.00 29 .00 29 .00 9.3 5.2 
Ste. Genevieve 30 .00 30 .00 30 .00 30.00 21.6 13.9 
Saline 30 .76 30 .00 30 .00 30.00 15 .8 16.8 
Schuyler 27.48 27.48 27.50 27.50 19 . 1 10.7 
Scotland 30.00 30.00 30.00 30 .00 19.3 13.3 
SCOtt 30 .00 30.00 30 .00 30.00 15 .8 lO .9 
Shannon 26. 19 26 .20 26.50 26.50 16.4 9.6 
Shelby 30 .00 30 .00 30.00 30.00 17.3 15.6 
Stone 3l.21 31.21 31.00 30.00 14 .8 8.4 
Taney 31.09 33.00 3 1.00 30 .00 20.0 12.8 
Warren 30.00 30.00 30 .00 30 .00 22.7 17.2 
Washington 29.01 29.50 29.50 29.50 20 .4 17 .3 
Wayne 26.64 28 .00 28 . 50 28.50 19.5 10.4 
Webster 31.87 32.00 3l.00 30.00 2l.3 15 . 1 
Worth 40 .71 40.70 35 .00 30.00 22.5 15 .3 
Source: 
"Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
bOffice of the State Auditor, mimeograph of computer printout of Auditor's study . 
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 
EFFECTIVE REAL ESTATE TAX RATE AND SELECTED EXPLANATORY 
VARIABLES, 75 MISSOURI COUNTY COURTS, 1974 
Variables 
County Yl a Xl b X2b X3c X4d XSd X6e X7 f Xsg 
Adair 15 .3 l.6 0.0 57 .0 19.8 6.43 28.65 71. 108 0 
Andrew 11.0 0.5 0.0 62 .2 68 .76 6.57 32.79 13 1. 983 0 
Atchison 10.8 0.4 0.0 59.4 69.15 12.92 41. 16 281.136 0 
Audrain 9.4 0. 1 0 .0 76.0 28 .39 6.26 39.38 151.517 0 
Barry 3.8 11.3 2.0 62 .7 16.43 2.47 25.69 135.024 
Benton 9 .0 0.4 12.0 69.5 30.57 9.94 28.84 168. 228 
Bollinger 7.6 1.0 0.0 33.4 27 .71 15.46 21.64 85.607 1 
Butler 10.8 10.8 0.4 44.7 24.45 7.91 33.81 72.564 1 
Callaway 10.2 2.0 0.0 48 .2 26.72 7 .83 34.69 137.172 0 
Camden 8 .8 2. 1 0.0 58.0 42 . 10 9.54 38.56 225.302 
Carter 8 .2 34.4 2 .8 56.0 30.42 3.70 25.35 105 .805 
Cedar 7.7 0.1 8.0 59.3 15.77 7.93 23.52 112.8 15 
Christian 12.7 13.9 0.0 45.4 18.49 4.72 31. 92 87.125 1 
Clark 15 .4 0.1 0.0 51.1 61.77 7.61 26. 53 164. 110 0 
Clinton 19.4 0.6 0.0 59.0 32.79 8.26 37 .25 127 . 141 0 
Cooper 11.3 0.3 0.0 48.8 33.33 8.65 36.64 127.837 
Crawford 16.0 12.2 4.0 61.8 26.56 5.59 24 .99 70.405 1 
Dallas 9 .9 0.8 0.0 48 . 1 24.18 8.13 27.43 97.428 1 
Dent 10.9 17.2 0.4 58.8 23.26 5.70 28.08 102.735 
Douglas 4 .8 8.0 0.0 39.2 34.08 10.71 19.49 177.626 
Gasconade 14 .5 0.0 0.0 53 .8 37.93 6.37 33 .34 97.521 1 
Hickory 6.0 0.0 7.4 50 .7 40.37 9 . 12 24 .56 185.812 1 
Holt 7.7 2.5 0.0 50 .4 64 . 17 12.12 30.89 261.726 0 
Howard 10.9 0 .5 0.0 21.9 49 .61 2.59 37.31 104.384 0 
Howell 11.7 8.3 0 .0 51.8 15.94 3.05 28.95 56.506 
Iron 7.2 28.8 0 .0 72.7 44.28 16.76 28.77 394.832 1 
Johnson 13 . 1 1.1 0 .0 56.9 24 .58 5.81 33.11 79.707 1 
Knox 8 .5 0.2 0.0 48.1 45 .07 7.14 32 .01 189.697 0 
Laclede 11.7 6.2 0 .0 47.7 15 .99 5.88 35 .26 60.234 
Lafayette 10.0 0.1 0.0 24.8 27 .2 2 6. 13 40.61 117.034 
Lawrence 7.2 0.0 0.0 42.4 15.72 5.96 30.26 105.299 1 
Lewis 13.4 1.4 0.2 45.8 40 .67 6.45 33.47 79 .039 0 
Lincoln 16.9 2.0 0.7 58.8 31.28 8.61 33.33 80 .3 57 0 
McDonald 10.1 0.6 0 .0 39.7 22.22 3.01 31.81 70.516 1 
Macon 13.8 0.4 0.5 49.5 36.04 7.58 34.39 85.533 0 
Madison 12.3 14.4 0 .0 38.4 30.90 11. 57 30.68 98.381 1 
Maries 22.3 0 . 1 0 .0 45.2 30.39 8.12 26.62 75.501 1 
Marion 18.2 0.9 0.8 45.1 34.58 4.94 34.85 70.000 0 
Miller 8.1 2. 1 0.0 16.5 30.99 7 .62 34.35 121.662 1 
Mississippi 10.8 0.5 0.0 61.0 27 .80 17.02 24.85 145.337 1 
Moniteau 12.2 0 .0 0.0 59.6 29 .52 8.65 27.23 117.471 1 
Monroe 9.6 0.3 8.6 60:3 49.26 17.17 36.98 169.314 0 
Montgomery 11. 1 0.6 0.0 42.7 4l.86 9.50 36.83 155 . 531 0 
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Variables 
County Yt a Xl b X2b X3c X4c Xsd X6e X7 f Xsg 
Morgan 6.9 0. 1 0.0 48.8 27.53 10.30 26.14 221.095 
New Madrid 8.9 0.0 0.0 53.4 36.27 13.20 24.43 145.996 
Newton 10.5 0.6 0.0 40.7 20.55 3.49 32.34 73 .076 
Oregon 14.5 19.3 0.0 52.6 22.03 11. 09 29.41 52.046 
Osage 7.4 0.0 0.0 37 .9 24.82 6.67 36.93 118.283 
Ozark 12.4 9.5 4.1 54.7 39.82 19.40 27.24 97.685 
Pemiscot 14.8 0 . 1 0.0 56.1 32.13 16.36 23.40 97.056 
Perry 14.2 0.1 0.0 50.8 39.38 17.78 29.25 93.818 
Phelps 17.1 14.4 0.0 63.8 22.64 7. 16 32. 54 59.292 1 
Pike 17.3 2.4 1.5 54.0 47.96 13.04 30.30 106.757 0 
Polk 7.1 0.4 2.6 32.3 15 .21 6.15 32.21 111.265 
Pulaski 13 .0 12.1 0.0 41.4 6.82 2.94 36.30 22.453 1 
Ralls 11.6 0 .2 4.7 53.3 38.02 8.72 37 .62 150.873 0 
Randolph 12.8 0.7 0.0 47.6 28.07 6.93 37.59 82.062 0 
Ray 12.5 0.0 0.0 45.2 25.76 10.01 .15.48 143. 146 0 
Reynolds 9 .7 24.5 \4 61.9 44.08 19.35 29.24 278.988 
Ripley 8 .3 24.5 0.0 45 .8 10.59 7.37 22.30 73.661 
St . Clair 4.4 1.2 7.5 44.6 37 . 12 9.20 29.55 208.373 
Ste. Genevieve 11.8 3.8 0.0 47.6 26.22 16.56 29.12 112.383 
Saline 14.3 0.6 0.0 38 .7 31.32 8 . 15 31.75 99.145 1 
Schuyler 12.8 0.0 0.0 41.1 60 . 17 24.46 23.90 117.306 0 
Scotland 16.0 0.0 0 .0 62.1 69.75 14.69 3 I. 17 170.880 0 
Scott 8.7 0.1 0.0 49.4 25.89 5.39 34.05 113.766 
Shannon 8.2 22.5 5.9 48 .9 2."> .24 3.78 2.).44 78.059 1 
Shelby 15.6 0.4 0.0 50.8 52 .04 8.83 58 .90 130.123 0 
Stone 7.1 5.6 13.2 38.8 35 .65 3.24 .38.47 138.732 
Taney 10.8 15.9 6.6 58 . 1 16.99 4.74 32.63 113.815 1 
Warren 14 .6 1.6 0.0 51.7 41.70 5.27 40.13 99.271 0 
Washington 14.7 17 .7 0.5 59.5 34.58 12.01 23.14 94.842 
Wayne 8.8 24.2 9.2 27.5 24.74 7.90 23.15 73 .867 
Webster 12.8 0.3 0.0 50.4 29.27 7.29 25 .2.1 67.428 1 
Worth 16.1 0.0 0.0 51.7 56.39 12.03 33.56 180.568 0 
Source: 
"Computed from data in Annual Budget of the County Court, Annual Report of the Proceedings and 
Decisions of the Missouri State Tax Commission, and the Missouri Auditors Survey of Assessment to 
Sales Ratio. 
bComputed from data made available by U.S. Forest Service, National Park Service, U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, Missouri Department of Conservation 
and Missouri Department of Natural Resources. 
<Annual Budget of the County Court. 
dAnnual Financial Statement of the Couney and 1975 Sales Management Survey of Buying Power. 
01975 Sales Management Survey of Buying Power. 
rComputed from dara in Annual Proceedings and Decisions of the Missouri State Tax Commission and 
the Missouri Auditor's Survey of Assessment to Sales Ratio . 
"Counties south of the Missouri River = 1. 
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APPENDIX TABLE 3 
PER CAPITA EXPENDITURES AND SELECTED EXPLANATORY 
VARIABLES, 75 MISSOURI COUNTY COURTS, 1974 
Variables 
County Y2a Xl b X2b X3c X4d X s e XSf X7g 
Adair 19.85 1.6 0.0 41 367.36 1.05 28.65 0 
Andrew 68.76 0.5 0.0 30 278.40 1.34 32 .79 0 
Atchison 69.15 0.4 0.0 17 351. 36 1. 18 41. 16 0 
Audrain 28.39 0. 1 0.0 37 442.88 1.06 39.38 0 
Barry 16.43 11.3 2.0 27 504.96 1.02 25.69 
Benton 30.57 0.4 12.0 15 474.88 1. 11 28.84 
Bollinger 27.71 1.0 0.0 16 395 . 52 l.07 2l.64 
Butler 24.45 10.8 0.4 50 456.96 1.02 33.81 1 
Callaway 26 .72 2.0 0.0 32 534.40 1.05 34.69 0 
Camden 42.10 2.1 0.0 25 419.20 1.09 38 .56 
Carter 30.42 34.4 2.8 8 323 .84 1. 11 25.35 1 
Cedar 15.77 0.1 8 .0 22 317.44 1.05 23.52 1 
Christian 18.49 13.9 0.0 34 362.88 1.04 31. 92 1 
Clark 61. 77 0.1 0.0 16 325.76 1.09 26.53 0 
Clinton 32.79 0.6 0.0 33 268 .80 1.07 37.25 0 
Cooper 33.33 0.3 0.0 26 360.32 1.05 36.64 
Crawford 26.65 12.2 4.0 22 486.40 1.09 24.99 
Dallas 24. 18 0.8 0.0 21 343 .68 1.07 27 .43 1 
Dent 23 .26 17.2 0.4 17 483.84 1.04 38.08 1 
Douglas 34.08 8.0 0.0 13 517.76 1.lO 19.49 1 
Gasconade 37.93 0.0 0.0 25 332 .80 1.05 33.34 
Hickory 40.37 0.0 7.4 13 262.40 1. 13 24.56 1 
Holt 64. 17 2.5 0.0 15 296.96 1.20 30.89 0 
Howard 49.61 0.5 0.0 22 300. 16 1.lO 37.31 0 
Howell 15.94 8.3 0.0 29 588.80 1.06 28.95 1 
Iron 44.28 28.8 0.0 19 354.56 1.11 28.77 1 
Johnson 24.58 1.1 0.0 43 528.64 1.04 33.11 1 
Knox 45.07 0.2 0.0 11 327.68 1.11 32.01 0 
Laclede 15 .99 6.2 0.0 29 492.80 1.04 35.26 1 
Lafayette 27.22 0. 1 0.0 45 405 .76 1.01 40 .61 1 
Lawrence 15.72 0.0 0.0 45 396.16 1.06 30.26 1 
Lewis 40.67 1.4 0.2 22 323.20 1.13 33.47 0 
Lincoln 31.28 2.0 0.7 31 402.56 1.07 33.33 0 
McDonald 22.22 0.6 0.0 27 345.60 1.05 31.81 1 
Macon 36.04 0.4 0.5 20 520.96 1.09 34.39 0 
Madison 30.90 14.4 0.0 19 317.44 1.06 30.68 1 
Maries 30.39 0.1 0.0 14 336.64 1.09 26.62 1 
Marion 34.58 0.9 0.8 64 381.60 1.06 34.85 0 
Miller 30 .99 2. 1 0.0 27 385.92 1.07 34.35 1 
Mississippi 27.80 0.5 0.0 41 263.04 1.06 24.86 1 
Moniteau 29 .52 0.0 0.0 27 267.52 1.06 27.23 1 
Monroe 49.26 0.3 8 .6 14 428 . 16 1. 12 36.98 0 
Montgomery 41.86 0.6 0.0 22 341. 12 1.09 36.83 0 
82 
APPENDIX TABLE 3 (continued) 
Variables 
County Y2a Xl b X2b X3c X4d XSe X6 f X7g 
Morgan 27.53 0.1 0.0 20 381.44 1.07 26.14 
New Madrid 36.27 0.0 0.0 36 434 . 56 1.07 24.43 
Newton 20.55 0.6 0.0 60 402.56 1.04 32.34 
Oregon 22.03 19.3 0.0 12 501.76 1.09 29.41 1 
Osage 24.82 0.0 0.0 19 384.64 1.05 36.93 1 
Ozark 39.82 9.5 4.1 10 475.52 1.17 27 .24 
Pemiscot 32 . 13 0.1 0.0 52 312.32 1.07 23.40 
Perry 39.38 0.1 0.0 32 304.64 1.15 29.25 
Phelps 22.64 14.4 0.0 47 433 .28 1.06 32 . 54 1 
Pike 47.96 2.4 1.5 24 435.84 1.10 30.30 0 
Polk 15 .21 0.4 2.6 28 410.88 1.06 · 32.21 1 
Pulaski 6.82 12.1 0.0 77 352.64 1.02 36.30 • 1 
Ralls 38.02 0.2 4.7 17 305.92 1.06 37.62 0 
Randolph 28.07 0.7 0.0 47 309.76 1.05 37.59 0 
Ray 25. 76 0.0 0.0 33 367.36 1.01 35.48 0 
Reynolds 44.08 24. 5 3.4 8 524. 16 1.22 29.24 1 
Ripley 10.59 24.5 0.0 18 408.96 1.01 22 .30 1 
St . Clair 37 . 12 1.2 7.5 12 447 .36 1.08 29.55 
Ste. Genevieve 26.22 3.8 0.0 28 320.00 1.06 29.12 1 
Saline 31.32 0.6 0.0 33 485 .76 1.03 31.75 1 
Schuyler 60. 17 0.0 0.0 16 195.84 1. 14 23.90 0 
Scotland 69.75 0.0 0.0 13 282.24 1.15 31. 17 0 
SCOtt 25.89 0. 1 0.0 84 267 . 52 1.05 34.05 1 
Shannon 23.24 22.5 5.9 8 639.36 1.16 23.44 1 
Shelby 52.04 0.4 0.0 16 321. 28 1.19 38 .90 0 
Stone 35.65 5.6 13.2 27 296.32 1.10 38.47 1 
Taney 16.99 15.9 6.6 28 400.64 1. 04 32 .63 1 
Warren 41. 70 1.6 0.0 28 273.92 1.07 40. 13 0 
Washington 34 . 58 17.7 0.5 21 486.40 1.06 23 . 14 
Wayne 24.74 24.2 9.2 13 474 .24 1.10 23.15 1 
Webster 29 .27 0.3 0.0 31 377 .60 1.04 25.23 1 
Worth 56.39 0.0 0.0 12 170.88 1.14 33 . 56 0 
Source: 
"Annual Financial Statement the County and 1975 Sales Management Survey of Buying Power. 
bSee source b Appendix C, Table 2. 
CComputed from 1975 Sales Management Survey of Buying Power and 1969 Census of Agriculture. 
d 1969 Census of Agriculture . 
"Annual Budget of the County Court. 
11975 Sales Management Survey of Buying Power. 
·Counties south of the Missouri River = 1. 
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APPENDIX TABLE 4 
EFFECTIVE REAL ESTATE TAX RATE AND SELECTED EXPLANATORY 
V ARIABLES FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN 75 
MISSOURI COUNTIES, 1974 
Variables 
County Y3a Xlb X2b X 3c X4d X se Xse X7 f 
Adair 68 .2 1.6 0 .0 12.3 71.108 35 . 1 8.1 0 
Andrew 40 .7 0.5 0 .0 15 .7 131.983 30. 1 6.5 0 
Atchison 31. 1 0.4 0 .0 15 .8 281. 136 45 .8 13.4 0 
Audrain 46.8 0 . 1 0.0 13 . 5 151.517 33.7 27.0 0 
Barry 29 .0 11.3 2.0 18.2 135 .024 24 .9 16.2 
Benton 3 1. 8 0.4 12.0 21.9 168.228 36.8 10.4 1 
Bollinger 31.4 1.0 0.0 17 .0 85.607 16.8 7.6 1 
Butler 52.1 10.8 0.4 14.2 72.564 22.5 5.7 1 
Callaway 46.4 2.0 0.0 13.0 137 . 172 34.7 14.7 0 
Camden 32.6 2. 1 0.0 17. 3 225 .302 36.2 9.4 
Carter 31.8 34.4 2.8 16.7 105.805 16.1 4.2 1 
Cedar 30.3 0.1 8.0 20 .5 112.8 15 27.2 16.7 1 
Christian 41.9 13.9 0.0 13 .0 87.125 25.0 9.2 1 
Clark 41.6 0 . 1 0.0 16. 7 164. l10 39.5 6.8 0 
Clinton 64 .8 0 .6 0.0 17.1 127. 141 39.2 32 .7 0 
Cooper 44.4 0.3 0.0 15.2 127.837 34.7 19.1 
Crawford 60.9 12.2 4.0 16.3 70 .405 26.4 20.5 
Dallas 31.5 0.8 0.0 19.6 97.428 19.4 11.9 1 
Dent 45 .4 17.2 0.4 16.5 102 .735 29.8 6.4 1 
Douglas 19. 7 8.0 0.0 15 .5 177 .626 21.3 4.0 1 
Gasconade 58.8 0 .0 0.0 18.7 97.52 1 36.7 14.5 1 
Hickory 25.3 0.0 7.4 22. 5 185 .8 12 32.4 21.9 1 
Holt 30.1 2.5 0.0 21.1 261. 726 40.8 19.9 0 
Howard 38.3 0.5 0.0 17.7 104.384 29.8 9.0 0 
Howell 57.4 8.3 0.0 15.1 56.506 22.4 10.5 1 
Iron 28 .2 28 .2 0.0 15.2 394.832 41.0 27 .2 1 
Johnson 57.9 1.1 0.0 9.6 79.707 31.0 11.9 1 
Knox 33 .0 0 .2 0.0 19.6 189.698 38 .5 6.5 0 
Laclede 59.3 6.2 0 .0 14.0 60.234 25.0 10.5 1 
Lafayette 48.3 0. 1 0.0 15.4 l17.034 34.4 10.2 1 
Lawrence 30.6 0.0 0 .0 17.4 105.299 25.2 14.3 1 
Lewis 59.4 1.4 0.2 15.0 79.039 32.2 17.9 0 
Lincoln 74.0 2.0 0.7 15 .3 80.357 33.9 10.8 0 
McDonald 28.5 0 .6 0.0 16.0 70.516 15.4 6.3 1 
Macon 62.0 0.4 0. 5 20.0 85.533 33.4 4.5 0 
Madison 40.7 14.4 0.0 18.3 98.381 21.8 10.7 1 
Maries 51.0 0.1 0.0 14.9 75.501 24.0 7.3 1 
Marion 73.2 0.9 0.8 16.3 70.000 35.4 9.6 0 
Miller 33 .9 2 . 1 0.0 16.1 121. 622 27 .9 9.1 1 
Mississippi 42 .4 0.5 0.0 13.1 145.337 26.8 6.8 1 
Moniteau 48.1 0 .5 0.0 18.1 117.471 36.1 7.3 1 
Monroe 39.7 0 .3 8.6 19.2 169.3 14 36.5 10.6 0 
Montgomery 37 .6 0 .6 0.0 19.0 155 .531 31.6 10.4 0 
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Variables 
County Y3a Xl b X2b X3c X4d Xse Xse X7 f 
Morgan 28.7 0.1 0.0 19.3 221. 095 37 .9 12 .9 
New Madrid 41.2 0.0 0.0 11.8 145.996 25.0 10.1 
Newton 42 .3 0.6 0.0 12.6 73 .076 18.9 8.1 
Oregon 69.9 19.3 0.0 17.9 52'.046 22 . 1 14.5 
Osage 29 .3 0.0 0.0 13.8 118.283 18.1 5.9 
Ozark 42.8 9.5 4.1 17.9 97.685 25.1 6.6 
Pemiscot 54.1 0.1 0.0 13.5 97.056 24.5 5.0 
Perry 53 .7 0.1 0.0 14.8 93.818 35 . 1 7.0 
Phelps 83.4 14.4 0.0 10.3 59.292 29.2 9 .2 1 
Pike 70.2 2.4 1.5 15.7 106.757 36 .6 13 .2 0 
Polk 30.8 0.4 2.6 17.8 111.265 25.4 7.4 
Pulaski 59.7 12.1 0.0 .~. 2 22 .453 9.2 12.0 1 
Ralls 48 .6 0.2 4.7 16.3 150.873 29.5 10.2 0 
Randolph 64 .3 0.7 0.0 18 .0 82.062 37.2 8.9 0 
Ray 35.9 0.0 0.0 14.4 143.146 28.2 5.3 0 
Reynolds 45.1 24.5 3.4 14.1 278.988 43.S 10. 1 
Ripley 31.7 24.5 0.0 IS.0 73 .661 14.9 4.8 
St. Clair 19.3 1.2 7.5 23.2 20S.373 .~ 1.2 25.3 
Ste. Genevieve 44.2 3.8 0 .0 11.8 112.3S.~ 37 .2 11.2 
Saline 59.5 0.6 0.0 16.7 99.145 .~4 . 5 6.3 1 
Schuyler 35 .S 0.0 0.0 21.1 117.306 26.4 0.7 0 
Scotland 42.8 0.0 0.0 22.0 170.SS0 44.2 3.7 0 
Scott 43 .6 0.1 0.0 10.9 113.766 24.8 19.8 
Shannon 38.5 22 .5 5.9 12 .S 78.059 16.9 4.6 
Shelby 53 .2 0.4 0.0 21.9 130 . 123 42 .9 10.4 0 
Stone 27 .4 5.6 13 .2 16.4 138.732 24.3 16.9 
Taney 44.0 15.9 6.6 19.1 113 .815 34 .9 22.5 1 
Warren 75 . 5 1.6 0.0 15.4 99.271 37.S 30.0 0 
Washington 70.6 17 .7 0.5 11.2 94.842 31.1 14.0 
Wayne 39.1 24 .2 9.2 IS.0 73.867 17 .3 10.7 
Webster 56.6 0.3 0.0 14.9 67.42S 23.2 8.7 1 
Worth 36.7 0.0 0.0 21.4 IS0.568 37.9 6.1 0 
Source: 
'Computed from data in Annual Report of the Proceedings and Decisions of the Missouri Scate Tax 
Commission , Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, and Missouri Auditot's Survey 
of Assessment to Sales Ratio. 
hSee source b Appendix C, Table 2. 
cU.S. Bureau of the Census , 1970 Census 
dSee source f Appendix C, Table 2. 
"Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
fCounties south of the Missouri River = 1 
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APPENDIX TABLE 5 
PER A.D.A. EXPENDITURES AND SELEcrED EXPLANATORY 
VARIANCES FOR SCHOOL DISTRIcrS IN 75 MISSOURI COUNTIES, 1974 
Variables 
County Y4a Xlb X2b X3a X4 a Xsa Xsa X7c XSd 
Adair 985 .92 1.6 0.0 16 550.77 39.7 12116 28 .65 0 
Andrew 816.21 0 .5 0.0 18 474.47 24.1 8251 32.79 0 
Atchison 662.65 0.4 0.0 14 236.06 23.4 11391 41. 16 0 
Audrain 923.99 0.1 0 .0 17 480.20 26.6 10464 39.38 0 
Barry 832 . 17 11.3 2.0 17 589. 12 28.7 6601 25.69 
Benton 838 .39 0.4 12.0 18 481.36 19.7 13554 28 .84 
Bollinger 831.92 1.0 0.0 17 601.44 21.2 4813 21.64 
Butler 864.38 10 .8 0.4 21 640.01 25 .2 5664 33.81 1 
Callaway 966.88 2.0 0.0 16 544.49 30.9 11239 34.69 0 
Camden 856.62 2.1 0.0 19 414 .90 28.4 12907 38.56 
Carter 894 .01 34.4 2.8 17 761.97 18 .5 5483 25 .35 
Cedar 774.61 0 . 1 8 .0 20 528 .86 29.1 8105 23.52 1 
Christian 727.87 13.9 0.0 19 552 .50 18 .2 6051 31.92 1 
Clark 830.00 0 . 1 0 .0 16 387.79 18 .9 12761 26.53 0 
Clinton 881.68 0 .6 0.0 19 440.53 21.7 11338 37 .25 0 
Cooper 874.41 0 .3 0 .0 16 499.89 27 .9 12497 36.64 1 
Crawford 749.28 12.2 4.0 21 542 .24 19.8 7664 24.99 1 
Dallas 886.41 0 .8 0.0 19 656 .30 23.0 6301 27.43 1 
Dent 773.33 17.2 0.4 21 550. 18 18. 5 9415 28.08 1 
Douglas 915.32 8 .0 0 .0 18 742.08 37 .2 7105 19.49 1 
Gasconade 805.43 0.0 0.0 18 440 . 18 23.8 11628 33.34 1 
Hickory 866. 14 0.0 7.4 16 519 .05 13.5 9729 24.56 1 
Holt 1099.54 2.5 0 .0 13 429.38 15 .3 16983 30.89 0 
Howard 843.64 0.5 0.0 16 452.35 21.3 10861 37.31 0 
Howell 855.31 8.3 0.0 19 631.86 27.9 552 28.95 
Iron 846.73 28.8 0.0 20 720.48 21.3 16613 28.77 
Johnson 889.88 1.1 0 .0 15 521.94 36.0 9026 33.11 1 
Knox 935.90 0.2 0.0 17 348.41 33.8 13769 32.01 0 
Laclede 739.96 6.2 0.0 21 558 .53 29.8 6849 35.26 
Lafayette 952 .30 0 . 1 0.0 17 495 .59 31.6 11152 40:61 
Lawrence 784.90 0 .0 0 .0 20 552.47 30 .9 7048 30.26 1 
Lewis 758.68 1.4 0 .2 19 456 .24 23.3 8752 33.47 0 
Lincoln 784.94 2.0 0 .7 20 471.42 19.9 9818 33.33 0 
McDonald 677 .61 0 .6 0 .0 24 616.48 24.0 4527 31.81 1 
Macon 898.23 0.4 0.5 15 462.41 23 .5 9785 34.39 0 
Madison 846.22 14.4 0 .0 20 598.94 25.0 6808 30.68 1 
Maries 915.60 0.1 0.0 16 617.11 17.8 7291 26.62 1 
Marion 830.47 0.9 0.8 19 487.50 27.4 11359 34.85 0 
Miller 945 .84 2. 1 0.0 18 523.99 25.8 9516 34.35 1 
Mississippi 992.88 0.5 0.0 16 726.88 24.6 9686 24.86 1 
Moniteau 871. 12 0 .0 0.0 17 462.07 23 .0 11420 27 .23 1 
Monroe 906.38 0.3 8 .6 16 458.31 21.7 12092 26.98 0 
Montgomery 862 .24 0 .6 0 .0 19 437.78 26.6 10735 36.38 0 
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APPENDIX TABLE 5 (continued) 
Variables 
County Y4a Xl b X2b X3a X4a Xsa X6a X7c Xa d 
Morgan 866.4 1 0.1 0.0 17 400.87 21.1 12083 26. 14 
New Madrid 1003.28 0.0 0.0 18 743.13 20.9 8723 24.43 
NewtOn 778.51 0.6 0.0 21 581.89 30.5 5296 32 .34 
Oregon 828.72 19.3 0.0 17 645.51 26.5 5798 29.41 
Osage 947.78 0 .0 0 .0 16 743.12 17.7 9368 36.93 
Ozark 845.56 9.5 4 . 1 17 646.87 13.2 8647 27 .24 
Pemiscot 952 .02 0 . 1 0 .0 17 668 .62 20 .3 6505 23.40 
Perry 958.52 0.1 0 .0 18 452 .25 33.3 13098 29.25 
Phelps 817 .91 14.4 0.0 20 602.83 30.5 7987 32.54 1 
Pike 918.44 2.4 1.5 17 476.10 26.6 12558 30.30 0 
Polk 773.87 0.4 2.6 18 556.53 23 .5 6961 32.31 
Pulaski 942.86 12 . 1 0.0 13 881.25 20.8 2985 36.30 1 
Ralls 826.3 5 0.2 4.7 18 457.37 16.9 9179 37.62 0 
Randolph 986.30 0.7 0.0 17 478.43 32 .3 12339 37.59 0 
Ray 790.43 0.0 0.0 20 475.2 1 23 .8 8319 35.48 0 
Reynolds 938.31 24.5 3.4 17 535.37 24.8 15177 29.24 
Ripley 887.89 24.5 0:0 20 739.11 27 .1 5014 22.30 
St. Clair 821.23 1.2 7.5 17 494 .29 18.4 9137 29.55 
St. Genevieve 908 .37 3.8 0.0 22 381.82 26 .3 14527 29. 12 
Saline 964 .23 0 .6 0 .0 17 450.35 31.4 11546 3 1.75 1 
Schuyler 1045.08 0.0 0.0 13 492 .69 34.5 8916 23 .90 0 
Scotland 1023.29 0.0 0.0 15 363.83 25.4 15335 31. 17 0 
Scott 849.72 0 . 1 0.0 19 654 . 18 27 . 1 6975 34 .05 
Shannon 968.55 22 .5 5.9 16 760.14 13.2 5029 23.44 1 
Shelby 901.05 0.4 0.0 17 395.75 31.1 14789 38.90 0 
Stone 809 .33 5.6 13.2 18 690.60 17 .2 .8762 38.47 
Taney 812.86 15.9 6.6 18 499.29 25 .3 11066 32.63 1 
Warren 798. 50 1.6 0.0 20 456.48 22.0 9770 40.13 0 
WashingtOn 924 .84 17 .7 0.5 19 600.44 29 .7 8534 23 .14 
Wayne 905 .72 24.2 9.2 20 688.94 16.8 5029 23. 15 
Webster 789.85 0.3 0.0 20 596.84 27.0 6540 25.23 1 
Worth 988.93 0 .0 0 .0 13 490.69 16.7 19402 33.56 0 
Source: 
"Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. 
hSee source b Appendix C, Table 2 . 
c1975 Sales Management Survey of Buying Power. 
dCounties south of the Missouri River = 1. 
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APPENDIX TABLE 6 
SIMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR VARIABLES 
IN MODEL I, EFFECTIVE REAL ESTATE TAX RATE 
75 MISSOURI COUNTY COURTS, 1974 
Variablesa 
Xl X2 X3 X4 Xs X6 
-0.15 -0.33 0. 18 0. 17 0.07 0.18 
1.00 0.17 0. 14 -0.27 -0.04 -0.35 
1.00 0.08 -0.05 -0.04 -0.12 
1.00 0.16 0.21 -0 .09 
1.00 0.46 0.18 
1.00 -0.28 
1.00 
Source: Appendix C, Table 2. 
ay I effective real estate tax rate in centS per $100 assessed valuation 
X, land-related public land as a percent of total land 
X2 water-related public land as a percent of total land 
X3 real estate tax revenue as a percent of local revenue 
X. per capita expenditures 
Xs per capi [a Federal Revenue Sharing Funds 
Xs per capita personal income 
X7 per capita market value real estate 
Xs dummy variable, 1 = souch of the Missouri River 
X7 Xs 
-0.39 -0 .36 
0.01 0.39 
0. 11 0. 18 
0.3 1 -0.12 
0.55 -0.60 
0.42 -0.08 
0.08 -0.45 
1.00 -0.16 
1.00 
Y2 
Xl 
X2 
Xa 
00 X4 
\0 Xs 
Xs 
X7 
Source: 
APPENDIX TABLE 7 
SIMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR VARIABLES 
IN MODEL II, PER CAPITA EXPENDITURES 
75 MISSOURI COUNTY COURTS, 1974 
Variablesa 
Y2 Xl X2 X3 X4 Xs 
1.00 -0.27 -0.05 -0.39 -0.41 0.75 
1.00 0.17 -0 .23 0.38 0.03 
1.00 -0.29 0.15 0.14 
1.00 -0.09 -0.46 
1.00 -0.17 
1.00 
Appendix C. Table 3. 
ay 2 per capita expenditures 
X 1 land-related public land as a percent of rotal land 
X2 water-related public land as a percent of total land 
X3 population per square mile 
X4 count}' size in acres 
X5 per capita non-local revenue 
Xs per capita personal income 
X7 dummy variable. I = south of the Missouri River 
Xs X7 
0.18 -0.60 
-0.35 0 .39 
-0.12 0.18 
0.28 0.09 
-0.18 0.33 
-0.03 -0.33 
1.00 -0.45 
1.00 
'D 
0 
Y3 
Y3 1.00 
Xl 
X2 
Xa 
X4 
X5 
X6 
X7 
APPENDIX TABLE 8 
SIMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR VARIABLES 
IN MODEL III, EFFECTIVE REAL ESTATE 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN 7S MISSOURI COUNTIES, 1974 
Variables3 
Xl X2 Xa X4 X5 
-0.00 -0.29 -0.40 -0.52 0.17 
1.00 0. 17 -0. 17 0.01 -0.31 
1.00 0.33 0.11 -0.06 
1.00 0.33 0.33 
1.00 0.58 
1.00 
Source: Appendix C, Table 4. 
ay 3 effective real estate tax rate in cents per $100 assessed valuation 
XI land-related public land as a percent of total land 
X2 water-related public land as a percent of total land 
X3 population age 65 and over as a percent of total population 
X4 per capita market value of real estate 
Xs property tax revenue as a percent of total revenue receipts 
Xs debt service plus capital outlay as a percent of gross expenditures 
X, dummy variable, I = south of the Missouri River 
X6 X7 
0.08 -0 .23 
0.01 0.39 
0.19 0.18 
0.04 -0.23 
0.27 -0. 16 
0.29 -0.52 
1.00 -0.04 
1.00 
\D 
Y4 
Y4 1.00 
Xl 
X2 
X3 
X4 
Xs 
X6 
X7 
Xs 
Xl 
APPENDIX TABLE 9 
SIMPLE CORRELA nON COEFFICIENTS FOR VARIABLES 
IN MODEL IV, PER A. D. A. EXPENDITURES 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN 75 MISSOURI COUNTIES, 1974 
Variablesa 
X2 X3 X4 Xs X6 
-0.04 -0.13 -0.59 0. 12 0.14 0.37 1.00 0 . 17 0.20 0.52 -0.18 -0.26 
1.00 0.01 0 . 10 -0.40 -0.04 
1.00 0.12 0.09 -0.34 
1.00 -0. 17 
-0.63 
1.00 0.06 
1.00 
Source: Appendix C, Table 5. 
ay. per A.D.A. expenditures 
Xl land-related public land as a percent of roeal land 
X2 water-related public land as a percent of rotal land 
X3 ratio of enrollment ro staff 
X. per A.D.A. non-local revenue 
Xs percent of faculty having M.S. degree 
Xs per A.D.A. assessed valuation 
X7 per capita personal income 
X. dummy variable, 1 = south "of the Missouri River 
X7 Xs 
-0.15 -0.16 
-0.35 0.39 
-0. 12 0. 18 
-0.07 0.33 
-0.43 0.58 
0 .08 -0.07 
0.03 -0.45 
1.00 -0.45 
1.00 
